Nationalist comment 


AT 


Death of democracy 


The total hypocrisy of the claim that 
Britain is a ‘democratic’ country was revealed 
at Liverpool on Saturday, March 16th. The 
British National Party had organised a public 
meeting on the theme of ‘Whites fight back!’ 
— an aggressive slogan with racial undertones, 
some might say, but no more aggressive or 
racial than the slogans under which many a 
meeting of non-white militants in this 
country (including Liverpool) takes place 
with regularity. Because of the total impos- 
sibility of booking any premises in the area 
under its own colours, the BNP had arranged 
for one of its local officials to hire a hall under 
a pseudonym — a procedure that is regret- 
table, most of all to the BNP itself, but to 
which there is no alternative if the party is to 
get a hearing in ‘democratic’ Britain of 1985. 

Contingents from all over the country, 
from Glasgow at one end to Cornwall at the 
other, as well as from Merseyside itself, came 
to attend the meeting. When the organisers 
arrived, a little before the scheduled time of 
starting, they were curtly told that the 
booking had been cancelled because the 
identity -of those making it had been dis- 
covered. It was quickly ascertained that this 
discovery was the result of officers of 
Merseyside Police scouring the whole Liver- 
pool area to warn the owners or managers of 
meeting halls that the BNP might be endea- 


advertised. 


require such alteration to be made. 
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vouring to hire their premises under an 
assumed identity. 

True to form, as soon as the intention 
of the BNP to hold a meeting in the city was 
announced the usual ‘rentamob’ crowd of 
assorted far leftists, Blacks, Asians, Jews and 
other militant opponents organised their 
forces with a view to preventing the meeting 
from taking place. In Liverpool they were 
aided and abetted by people in high places, 
for it is well known that the City Council is 
controlled, like many others, by an extreme 
left-wing faction. 

Posting lookouts at the assembly point 
at which BNP officials were known to be 
redirecting supporters and members of the 
public to the location of the meeting, the 


_ Opposition were soon able, by tailing those 


people, to find out where the latter was. 


There duly assembled outside the hotel in 


question a large crowd that may accurately 
be described as consisting of the absolute 
garbage of humanity. The crowd started to 
bellow and threaten, thus requiring a large 
police presence to keep it from getting out 


‘of hand. 


When the coach carrying London party 
members, the largest contingent in atten- 
dance, as well as party leader John Tyndall, 
the main speaker, arrived, the crowd increased 
in its belligerence. No sooner had the coach 
pulléd to a stop than a police Superintendent 
presented himself at the door and ordered 
that no one get out. He then said that he had 
been informed by the hotel manager that the 
hall hired by the party would not be available 
for any meeting. John Tyndall thereupon 
told him that in that case the party would 
like to exercise its right to stage its rally out 
of doors at the Pier Head, a traditional site 
for political and other meetings similar to 
London’s Speakers’ Corner. The Supérinten- 
dent refused, insisting that if the meeting 
was allowed to be held what he called the 
‘Black Caucus’ nearby would certainly 
attack it and there would be a serious breach 
of the peace. Mr. Tyndall replied that in that 
event it was the job of the police to preserve 
the peace, for that was what it was paid for. 
The Superintendent was unmoved. “What 
you are saying in effect,” Tyndall replied, 
“is that you are giving in to an alien mob 
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and dẹpriving us of freedom of speech in our 
own country.” Said the Superintendent: 
"Mat is right.”’ 

Very well, Tyndall, continued, in that 
case the BNP would hold a massed paper sale 
in the centre of the city — as it was accus- 
tomed to doing every Saturday anyway. The 
Superintendent replied that if party members 
did this they would be doing so at their own 
risk. This, said Tyndall, was a risk that his 
people were prepared to take. The hostile 
mob that had gathered by this time was 
about double in number the strength of the 


Nationalists present, but the latter contained 


a large portion of very vigorous young men 
well able to look after themselves while the 
mob consisted mainly of weedy looking 
students and junkies with just a thin 
sprinkling of athletic Blacks. Tyndall knew 
that with the numerical odds as they were 
the BNP contingent was well able to take 
care of any trouble that might ensue, with 
or without the help of the police — past 
experience had shown that it needed a 
superiority of numbers of at least 5 to 1 for 
the left even to dare attacking Nationalists, 
let alone to defeat them. 

The Superintendent quickly changed his 
tune. From being prepared to allow the sale “‘at 
risk”? to the BNP members, he decided that 
he would not after all allow it. He ordered 
the BNP to gather all their members together 
in convoy and be escorted “‘out of town.” 

The policy of the police was clear from 
the start. Senior officers of the county had 
been instructed by the Mafia controlling the 
city that on no account was the BNP rally to 
be allowed to take place — or indeed any 
other kind of activity that the party might 
stage in Liverpool. By sabotaging the party’s 
booking of the meeting hall, the police 
totally exceeded their powers and respon- - 
sibilities and in fact made the task of 
preserving order more-difficult than it would 
have been, since it was easier to ensure safe 
entry and exit by the BNP from the hall 
than to keep the peace with party members 
outside and exposed to attack by their 
opponents. 

From the conversation between Mr. 
Tyndall and the police Superintendent, only 


a small part of which has been quoted here, 


it was quite clear that the police were bowing 
to pressure from the ‘Black Caucus’, as the 
latter continually referred to it — meaning, 
not only the black element in the mob 
nearby, but the racial minority group which 
now has massive sway in the politics of the 
city and county. 

The Black Mafia, and its allied Mafia of 
white renegades on the local Council, have 
effectively put a stop to the right of any 
group of patriotic Britons to protest at the 
black take-over of Liverpool. Democracy 


= does not exist in the area, and any ir è 


that it does is a sham. 

And Liverpool is not an isolated case. 
Substantially the same situation exists in 
Manchester, Bradford, Sheffield, Leicester, 
Birmingham and many parts of London. 
Honest discussion of Britain’s race problem 
has been publicly banned over a large part of 
the country — at least to Whites. 

When we state this we are not whining. 
We are in a war and we expect to be subjected 
to the rules of war. We expect no quarter 
from our enemies, just as they would be 
right to expect no quarter from us if the 
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positions were reversed. 

We state these facts only to raae 
what we have said répeatedly in these 
columns: that ‘democracy’ is purely a myth, 
a charade which has no reality or meaning 
whatsoever in terms of real rights or freedoms; 
whatever the validity of its original concepts 
as defined in Ancient Greece or in the tribal 
structure of the older Anglo-Saxon and Celtic 
societies, it has become today an evil racket, 
riddled with humbug and in no way entitled 
to the respect of honest men or women. 

We have said we are not whining, for in 
fact the BNP were not, in the end, the losers 
on the day; massive local publicity attended 
the confrontation, which at times broke into 
disorder as Nationalists outside the party’s 
coach clashed with their opponents. Many 
thousands of Merseysiders heard on their 
radio of the pariy’s presence in the city and 
of the concerted effort to deny it its rights. 
The message got through and the day was 
not wasted. 

Particularly as- ‘democracy’ was once 
again exposed for the te that it is. 


The md dann Report 


The Swann Report, produced by a 
committee set-up to discover the causes of 
under-achievement. by black schoolchildren, 
contained findings that. were utterly predict- 
‘able from the very start. 

3 The committee was instituted in 1979 
by the then Minister for Education Shirley 
Williams in the dying months of the last 
Labour Government. From the start it was 
packed with ‘liberals’, leftists, multi-racialists 
and members of racial minority _ groups, 
which composition ensured that there was 


not the slightest hope of. any objective 


examination of the issue at hand. No attempt 
= was made by the succeeding Conservative 
Government to. „rectify this anomaly. The 
committee took 6-years to complete its task 
and cost the taxpayer £693,000 in the 
_ process. In return for this investment, all the 
nation has received is‘a mountain of waffle 


=. which leaves us as får- from a solution of the 


l problem as we were.at' the start. | | 
- The essence. ‘of the: ‘committee’ S findings 


schoolchidren ` dsini nos way. “due to any 


the pressures ‘of ‘racism’ 
including: ‘racism on the part.of many of 
their teachers. Surprise! Surprise! 

0 Wel, a little’ genuine surprise actually, 
for: we surely havenever had much evidence 


- that ‘racism’ is ‘strong in the teaching pro- 
all oúr: experience is that it is- 
thoroughly: outlawed by: that ‘profession and _ 


. fession: 


that the few teachers courageous enough to 
have ‘racist’ thoughts, Tét alone to express 
those thoughts, are quickly blackballed by 


their colleagues in the NUT and by the local: 


educational authorities. concerned. It there- 


- fore scarcely seems-credible that teachers, as - 
_. claimed in ‘the report, undermine the confi- 


`? dence of black - children by their ‘racist’ 


ies attitudes and that, expecting them to: fail, 


i “they do not: push | them as hard as they do 
<- Other pupils. - es 
8 T report is in Sait so inane that in 


~ places it contradicts its own arguments. For 
A pre after saying the West Indians, along 


yi national community. 
inferiority of intelligence’: ‘but entirely the ` 
~ result of sociological: factors, combined with” 


- this- 


with other ethnic minorities, are deprived 
socially and economically because of pre- 
judice and discrimination, it acknowledges 
that Asian children are subject to exactly the 
same prejudice and discrimination but are 
much more successful in school. In addition 
to this of course, many Asian children come 
from families where they suffer a language dis- 
advantage, which West Indian children do not. 

Then the report goes on to say that all 
black parents “‘see education — perhaps even 


` more so than whites — as the key to’ wider 


job opportunities for their children,” refuting 
its own claim that less encouragement is 
given West Indians at home to pursue their 
studies! 

On the subject of intelligence the report 
states: “A low average IQ has been suggested 
as a cause of under-achievement, particularly 
in the case of West Indians,” but it adds: 
“This has long been disputed, and our own 
investigations leave us in no doubt that IQ is 
not a significant factor.” 

Disputed by whom? Who had done the 
investigating? Some clue is provided by the 
fact that, according to newspaper reports of 
the workings of the committee, its report is 
generally regarded in education circles as “a 
compromise to avoid the black-dominated 
committee from breaking up in total dis- 
array.’ 

. This, if true, ..is simply fantastic. In a 
country where - ‘the. vast majority of the 
population is white a committee is set up by 
the Government to investigate causes of low 
achievement by black schoolchildren and 
that committee is comprised predominantly 


of coloureds! Just how such a committee 


can ever reach a dispassionate conclusion on 
the subject it is investigating is beyond 
imagination. And what the hell was a British 


Government doing allowing it to have official 


sanction and backing in the first place? 

And a report that is based on “a com- 
promise” arrived at to avoid the committee 
in question breaking up is not a report on 


-which the public can place the slightest 
credence anyway. We are supposed to pay 


these committees of enquiry to pursue and 


. find out the facts, not to strike compromises 
`- between warring factions — particularly 
: when a large part of those factions is not in. 
is that. academic failuie:: “by West Indian 


the slighest way - representative of the 


We have in effect paid the Swann Com- 


mittee nearly three quarters - of a million 
in our’ society 


pounds and kept it going for six years to 


‘find. out something that is plain and obvious 
to almost every ordinary man and woman in 
country with experience. of ‘racial 
problems: that the negroid races do not have 


the intellectual aptitude of the white races, 
as is borne out. by the whole history of 
Africa, the West Indies, Black America and 


-other parts of the world where they have 


settled. On the other hand, they do have a 


. decided physical aptitude which well enables 


them to compete successfully with the White 
Man in many sports, something equally 
borne out by history and which we would be 
equally dishonest to deny. The Swann Report 
of course makes no effort to explain why 
Blacks who are hindered in the classroom by 
‘prejudice’, ‘discrimination’, ‘racism’, etc. are 
not thus hindered on the playing field by 


exactly the same forces and factors — which 


obviously they are not. 
It is an utter national scandal that a 


committee set up as a government-sponsored 
body and thus having official status, more- 
over being sustained by the taxpayer at such 
expense over 6 years, should produce findings 
so obviously biased and false in the outcome. 
It is a scandal for which the present Govern- 
ment, as much as the previous Labour 
Government, is responsible. The Government 
is in fact acquiescing in a monstrous lie being 
put across on the British people — a lie for 
which its members will assuredly pay one day. 

Despite the overwhelming evidence of 
inferior academic achievement by black 
schoolchildren — an evidence that is not 
denied even among those who would argue 
its causes — Britain persists in its drive to. 
turn itself into a multi-racial society in 
which Blacks form an increasing part of the 
population. Well might we echo the assertion 
of Enoch Powell that the nation is building 
up its own funeral pyre. 


No profit to Britain 


Foreigners are putting more and more 
money into British industry, according to a 


recent report. Investment from overseas, says 


the report, is at a record level of £2% billion 
a year, and comes mainly from the United 
States, West Germany, France and Japan. 

The Government is apparently highly 
pleased at this development. “It can only get - 
better,” says Lord Lucas, Minister in the 
Lords for the Department of Trade and 
Industry, “better” of course meaning more 
foreign investment still in times to come. 

We do not share the Government’s 
enthusiasm at this tendency. The more 
money invested by foreigners in British 
industry, the less of that industry we will be 
able to claim as being under our own control. 
This means that there is an ever increasing 
section of our industrial resources that will 
be subject to boardroom decisions, not in 


London, Birmingham’ or Glasgow, but in 


New York, Dusseldorf, Paris and Tokyo. The 
tendency will not decrease but will increase 
for British workers to be deprived of their 


-jobs by transfers of capital from this country 


to overseas at the whim of foreign business- 
men over whose decisions we have no juris- 
diction whatever. This has already happened 


in such foreign-owned industries as Ford 


Motors and Michelin Tyres. It is clear that 
the Government is quite pleased at the 
thought that it will happen even more in the 
future, as the British gradually cease to own 
the factories in which their people are 


,employed. Better indeed! Better for whom? 


Highly relevant! 


The Press Council, upholding a complaint 


made recently by two immigrants, ruled that 


a person’s race should be mentioned in news- 
paper crime reports only “where it is rele- 
vant.” 

The complaint followed a report made in 


the Daily Telegraph which identified as black 


a driver convicted of a serious motoring 
offence. 

Surely, mention of the race of coloured 
lawbreakers is at all times ‘relevant’ in so far 
as it helps us to identify which groups of 
people commit the highest levels of crime in 


this country. 
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‘THREE YEARS OLD THIS MONTH 
Spearhead looks at the progress and achievements of the 
British National Party 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY, ` 


which we have supported from its outset, 
was conceived at a conférénce in London 
in March 1982. The conference was 
attended by delegates from a number of 
organisations all committed broadly to 
the principles of British Nationalism. The 
largest of these delegations was that of 
the New National Front, which had been 
set up 2 years earlier in an attempt to 
‘salvage the original National Front, 
_which had fallen into decay. This oper- 
ation had been partially successful in as 
much as a large portion of the old Front 
membership had crossed over to the NNF 
and under the banner of the latter group 
formed a solid nucleus for a revived 
party. The old Front, however, still 
remained in operation, albeit in vastly 
truncated form. Clearly the confused 
situation in which there were two 
~ separate and independent National Fronts 
could not endure, and in any event that 
party name, once a powerful asset, had 
by then become a very dubious asset. It 
was resolved therefore to form an entirely 


new political party instead of persist with . 


the now evidently hopeless quest to 
reunify and revive the old party. At the 
same time it was desired that the new 
party would attempt to embrace under its 
wing the widest possible range of Nation- 
alists that could be embraced. 


FIRST STEP 


As a prelude to the formation of this 


party, there was first established an ad. 


hoc body called the Committee for 
Nationalist Unity; on which sat represen- 
tatives of all the leading Nationalist 
organisations up to that time. On behalf 
of the CNU a circularisation was made of 
all known leading Nationalists in the 
United Kingdom, excepting an isolated 
few individuals who were considered as 
undesirable for inclusion in the new 
body. The CNU circular invited those 
contacted to make a written and signed 
commitment to the PRINCIPLE of 
Nationalist unification, while not being 
specific about the terms. This was 
deliberate, for it was desired: to bring 
together first all those who supported the 
principle before arguing the terms. 

From all those who replied positively 
‘a list was compiled, and all those on the 
list were invited to the London conference. 
At that conference three basic decisions 
were made: (1) The name of the new 
party would be the BRITISH NATIONAL 
PARTY; (2) THE CONSTITUTION OF 
THE NEW NATIONAL FRONT would 
be adopted as the Constitution of the 


new party; (3) JOHN TYNDALL, former 
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ONE OF THE EARLY MARCHES 


Chairman of the National Front and 
subsequently of the New National Front, 
was approved as the ieader of the new 
party. 

A few days later, in April 1982, the 
BNP was formally launched at a press 


7 conference at a hotel in London. 


Those who took the leading parts in 
the formation of the BNP were all people 
with previous experience in Nationalist 
organisations, the largest element being 
that which had previously served in the 
National Front and later left to form the 
New National Front. None of these 
people had abandoned, or even in the 


slighest way modified, their Nationalist 
‘views. Where their thinking had under- 


gone a fundamental change was in respect 
of the type of organisation they saw as 
necessary for the advancement of Nation- 


alism. They all recognised that the 


principal cause. of the downfall of the 
National Front, on which party the hopes 
of. so many had been centred in the 
1970s, was its structure of internal demo- 
cracy, which had shackled the dynamic 
force of personal leadership at all levels, 
had positively invited endless internal 
warfare by becoming the ideal vehicle for 
disruptive factions, 
power of swift and efficient internal 
discipline and had provided an open door 
to infiltrators from the camp of its 
political enemies. 

~ It was resolved at the outset that the 
new party would not make the same 
mistakes. 

It was resolved at the same time that 


had atrophied the 


the new movement would lay much more 
emphasis on the aim of achieving a high 
QUALITY of membership instead of 
striving merely for brute force of numbers. 
Certain: public professions of style and 
intent were made so as deliberately to 
repel those elements the BNP wanted to 
keep out, particularly homosexuals, 
punks and hunam freaks of every other 
description — and, not least, class warriors 
and ‘left-wing’ Nationalists, who might 
seek to convert the new party into a mere 
red, white and blue version of the Militant 
Tendency. The party was not conceived 
as a party of the ‘right’ or of ‘Conservat- 
ism’ — that fact was well underlined in an 
article in these columns by John Tyndall 
earlier this year — but neither was it con- 
ceived as a party of the left and of 
Socialist-style class war; it was seen as a 
party solely of Nationalism which would 
embrace those representing a variety of 
viewpoints on social and economic ques- 
tions — possibly the term ‘Nationalist 
Centre’ might be the most appropriate 
description of the party’s position. 


AIM OF UNITY 


The party was also conceived, most 
fundamentally of all, as one which would. 
fight for the aim of Nationalist Unity in 
Britain. This aim had been partially but 
not wholly fulfilled with the party’s 
formation, as the leadership of both of 
the old National Front and British Move- 
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ONE OF THE BIG RALLIES 
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ment had boycotted the project. British 
Movement subsequently went into 
oblivion, leaving only. the BNP and old 
National Front in the field of Nationalist 
politics in this country, apart from a few 
other minuscule organisations with no 
pretensions to any nationwide following. 
Nationalist unity remains the aim of the 
BNP but is opposed by the National 
Front, and there lies the position that has 
endured up to this time. The BNP leader- 
ship remains prepared to meet other 
Nationalist leaders, including those of the 
NF, with a view to negotiating terms 
under which separate organisations can be 
brought together as one organisation. 


Another mistake which it was resolved 


not to make in the new party was the . 


mistake of trying to fight elections every- ' 
where and every time that they occurred, , 
regardless of any sober calculation of 
political profit. The first part of the 
1980s was foredoomed to be a period of 
frustrated hopes for Nationalist parties at 
the polls. This was foreseen by the leader- 
ship of the BNP very early on and its 
judgement in that respect has turned out 
to be ‘more than justified. Rather than 
concentrate hopes on: electoral success 
which were bound to be disappointed in 
the current climate, the BNP has organised 
its activists to other purposes of activity 
designed to build and prepare the party 
for a strong electoral challenge in the 
future rather than a premature and half- 
cocked challenge too soon. As a result, 


the BNP has generally only fought 
elections selectively and in the limited 
field of local government, where failure 
would not be over-publicised. The one 
exception to this rule was the General 
Election of 1983. 7 


GENERAL ELECTION 1983 


`The BNP entered the 1983 General 
Election with the sole purpose of con- 


testing in excess of 50 seats and winning 


broadcasting time. Right from the outset 
it was recognised that in order to do this 
it would have to spread its resources so 
thinly over the country that it could not 
possibly make any big impact in any one 
seat, so that its votes were almost certain 
to be low. 

When the election was called much 


earlier than had been envisaged in the- 


party’s plans and its preparations were 
therefore far less advanced than would 
have been desired, it was highly doubtful 
whether it could be organised and mobil- 
ised quickly enough to raise the 50-plus 
deposits and find the 50-plus candidates. 
In the event these objects were in fact 
achieved — and by a miracle of will, 
determination and intense effort. Even 
with the calling forth of those attributes, 


there is no doubt that the target would 


never have been reached had the party 
been run ‘democratically’; it was only 
reached by the process of rapid decision 


at the top and then rapid communication 
of instructions downwards. Some branches 
that ‘democratically’ decided they could 
not fight seats were curtly told that they 


WOULD fight seats — and they did! 


FLOOD OF ENQUIRIES 


The TV and radio broadcasts brought 
in a flood of membership enquiries. These 
were answered by literature through the 
post ‘and, where possible, personal visits 
by party officers. An upsurge in recruit-. 
ment followed which was most welcome, 
particularly as some of the newcomers 
joining were of the highest quality and 
have since become major assets to the 
party. At the same time it would be 
truthful to say that at no point did the 
influx of new recruits become an 
avalanche. It was found in the process of 
following up enquiries that a , large 
portion of them had been made out of 
little more than curiosity or, at the best, 
passive support, and not with any serious 
intention of the enquirer joining the 
party. From this experience the lesson 
has been learned that the value of two 
5-minute broadcasts on TV and radio 
every 5 years, while far from being negli- 
gible, should not be over-estimated and 
that other avenues of recruitment far less 
expensive should be carefully explored. 
In the next General Election the party 
hopes to repeat the process of fighting 50 
or more seats if possible and if thought to 
be profitable but its concentration on that 
objective will be less total and less single- 
minded than in the past. On the other 
hand, greater emphasis will be placed on 
the desirability.of concentration onspecific 
seats and the winning of better votes. 

Leaving aside questions of votes won 


and recruits subsequently made for the 


party by means of the broadcasts, the 
General Election of 1983 was a supreme 
test of the BNP’s capability in the way of 
quick mobilisation and organisation, and 
that test it came through supremely well. 
From foundation day to a 50-plus-seat 
election campaign in. barely more than a. 
year was an achievement that has no 
parallel in the annals of the British 
Nationalist struggle. 

One very noticeable feature of the 
party’s development during its three-year 
history has been the almost total absence 
of any internal dissension, such as has 
racked other Nationalist groups. The 
party has no ruling ‘committee’, only an 
individual leader, and this principle is 
instituted right down to the level of the 
local branch or group. From this there 
follow two important consequences: first, 
there is no jockeying for places on com- 
mittees and therefore no such thing as a 
national or local ‘power struggle’; second, 
the absence of such procedures as com- 
mittee meetings where votes are cast for 
this or that means that such meetings and 
discussions as there are are devoted 
entirely to an objective examination of 
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THE SORDID SAGA OF AN 


UNCIVIL SERVANT 


RONALD RICKCORD discusses some aspects of the Ponting affair 


THE BARRAGE of charge and counter- 
charge, of accusation and denial, and of 
allegation and denunciation unleashed by 
the sinking of the General Belgrano, and 
which more recently reached a deafening 
crescendo during and immediately following 
the trial of Mr. Clive Ponting, has further 
damaged Britain’s already tarnished inter- 
national reputation. Besides leaving a very 
nasty taste in the mouth, the whole sordid 
business has left a big question mark hanging 
over the conduct of our national affairs. 

But before examining the wider impli- 
cations engendered by the trial, it is first 
necessary to consider Mr. Ponting’s character 
and his actions which led him to the dock. 
This is necessary if we are to understand the 
full significance of the proceedings and their 
outcome. 

Since the trial. Mr. Ponting, a devotee of 
Buddha, has been hailed by many commen- 
tators and much of the media as a public 
hero who has rendered the. nation, demo- 
cracy and freedom invaluable service by 
waging and winning a lone battle against the 
Establishment. This is an illusion that Mr. 
Ponting, by his public utterances since his 
acquittal, has sedulously sought to foster. 


LIAR 


Immediately after his acquittal Mr. 
Ponting triumphantly called on the Govern- 
ment to “come clean.” Now while it is 
certainly true that the Government has been 
far from honest when discussing its part in 
giving thé go-ahead which sealed the fate of 
the Belgrano, Mr. Ponting’s own veracity 
must be regarded as highly suspect. Indeed, 
to use unparliamentary language, he is a 
proven liar; for did he not deny that he was 
‘responsible for anonymously passing 
confidential government papers to Mr. Tam 
' Dalyell MP? And did he not delay owning up 
to his underhanded action until he was con- 
fronted with irrefutable proof that he was 
the culprit? Mr. Ponting’s behaviour appears 
even more reprehensible when it is remem- 
bered that whilst the investigations were 
taking place he did nothing to prevent his 
staff, including his own secretary, from 
coming under suspicion. 

ot Mra: Ponting s: attempts: at.,,,self- 
justification are not very convincing. 
Immediately after his ‘acquittal he self- 
righteously informed the media that “I did 
what I believed was right”; he then even 
more unctuously intoned that.what he did 
was “in the interests of the State.” If those 
really were his motives why, we may well 
ask, did he send the papers to Mr. Dalyell 
anonymously?’ Surely, if he felt that the 
national interest was at stake he had a duty 
to inform his superiors or even Mrs. Thatcher 
herself — who, after all, is the head of the 
Civil Service as well as being someone to 
whom he apparently had personal access. 
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PONTING 
His acquittal was a disgrace 


What is so remarkable about the Ponting 
affair is that such an irresponsible and self- 
opinionated termite was given so responsible 
a position and given the opportunity to 
become a confidante of the Prime Minister. 
It certainly doesn’t say much for the Govern- 
ment’s security vetting and _ selection 
processes. But enough of the dishonest and 
thoroughly discredited Mr. Ponting! Let us 
consider the consequences arising from his 
trial and subsequent acquittal. 

One of the least remarked on but most 
disturbing aspects of Mr. Ponting’s acquittal 
was the massive media coverage devoted to 
it compared with the coverage given to the 
deaths of 19 RAF bandsmen who were 
tragically killed in a motor accident in 
Germany on the same day that the Ponting 
trial jury delivered its verdict. The fact that 
the accident in Germany got so little coverage 
by a:omparison with the hours of TV time 
and column-inches of newsprint devoted to 
the outcome of the trial and the bizarre 
antics of Mrs. Thatcher, Mr. Kinnock and 
others in Parliament and elsewhere, is a sad 
reflection on the sense of values prevailing in 
the upper echelons of British society. 

The media’s reaction was predictable. It 
typified the Establishment’s attitude towards 
servicemen and others who, 
Pontings and Dalyells or Thatchers and 
Kinnocks, really do have the interests of our 
country and its people at heart. Let us not 
forget that it was the ineptitude of the poli- 
ticians at Westminster that led to Argentina’s 
invasion of: the Falkland Islands, and in- 
directly to the sinking of the General Bel- 
grano and to Mr. Ponting’s recently acquired 
notoriety. But as always it was our service- 


men who rescued the politicians from the. 


unlike the 


consequences of their folly. It.was they, not 
Mrs. Thatcher and her cronies safely en- 
sconced in their Whitehall offices, who by 
their courage and sheer professionalism 
threw the invaders out of the Islands. 

It cannot be denied that the grossly 
incompetent performance of British poli- 
ticians during the years that led up to the 
Falklands war directly contributed to that 
conflict. What is now so alarming is that the 
politicians never seem to learn from their 
failures: their bungling performance since 
the cessation of hostilities, and their petti- 
fogging pusillanimity in dealing with the 
likes of Ponting and Dalyell, and the legion 
of professional bleeding hearts who wax so 
indignantly about the sinking of the Belgrano, 
will inevitably encourage the Argentines in 
their belief that they have a prescriptive 
right to the Islands and that they only lost 
the war as a result of foul play by perfidious 
Albion. Even worse to contemplate is the 
possibility that the Government’s feeble 
response to its critics both at home and 
abroad will persuade the Argentines that it . 
may be worth attempting another invasion 
of the Islands when they consider it oppor- 
tune to do so. 


THE BELGRANO: NO APOLOGIES | 
NEEDED | 
The fact of the. matter is that the 
Government has no need to be apologetic 
or make excuses for the sinking of the. 
Belgrano; nor is there any need to hide the- 
facts or distort the truth concerning the 


‘decision to sink the cruiser. If the sinking 


saved the life of just one British serviceman, 
then that action was entirely justified and 
has the support of all patriotic Britons. Had 
Mrs. Thatcher chosen to tell critics like Mr. 
Dalyell that actions like the sinking of the 


Belgrano is the way that Britain deals with 


those who dare to attack British citizens or . 
possessions, instead of prevaricating and 
trying to evade the issue, she would have 
earned our respect. As it is, the Government’s _ 
evasive attitude has made a second Falklands | 


. war a distinct possibility. 


The Ponting trial and its aftermath have 
hopefully alerted some of our more som- 
nolent fellow countrymen to the political 
realities of what is afoot in Britain today. If 
nothing else, it has highlighted that there 
exists in our country, and particularly in 
governing circles, a highly -organised, articu- 
late and vociferous group of people who, far 
from giving their allegiance to the Crown, 
State or British people, seemingly take a 
perverse delight in always siding with our 
enemies, especially if by so doing they 
jeopardise the welfare of Britons in our over- 
seas territories or even risk the lives of British 
servicemen. Examples are not hard to find. 
One has only to recall the public utterances 
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| 


of people like Anthony Wedgewood-Benn 
and Judith Hart during the height of the 
Falklands war, and the late Hugh Gaitskell 
at the time of Suez. 


CHAOTIC STATE OF THE LAW 


The Ponting affair also served to high- 
light the chaotic state of the Law in contem- 
porary Britain, particularly regarding the 
selection of jurors and application of the 
Official Secrets Act. : 

There can be no doubt that ever since 
‘defendants were given the right to challenge 
jurors, it has become increasingly difficult 
for the courts to secure convictions, even in 
cases where the guilt of the accused is crystal- 
clear. The criminal fraternity is well aware 
that all they need to do to stand a fair 
chance of securing an acquittal is to reject 
anyone on the jury panel who is tidily 
dressed and choose instead those who appear 
‘scruffily attired and unkempt. With this 
evidently in mind, the Attorney-General 
considered the trial of Mr. Ponting sensitive 
enough for him to order that the individual 
jury members be vetted to determine their 
suitability, and he also decreed that for 
security réasons parts of the trial should be 
held in camera. Despite these precautions it 
was later revealed that one of the jurors was 
a left-wing member of Islington council who 
had earlier called for the prosecution of Mr. 
Ponting to be dropped! 

As for the Official Secrets Act, it has 
become quite clear that the Act is little more 
than an anachronism, the purpose of which 
is to protect incompetent Government 
Ministers and their employees from possible 
causes of embarrassment rather than pro- 
tecting the British people from the activities 
of traitors and spies. Small wonder that the 
Law has fallen into disrepute! Even in cases 
where the Act is applied it fails to secure 
justice, as a comparison between the trials 
of Clive Ponting and. Miss Sarah Tisdall 
clearly shows. Readers will. remember that 
Miss Tisdall, a former civil servant, was jailed 


DALYELL 
Ponting passed confidential papers on to him 


for six months for divulging information 
about the arrival of American Cruise missiles 
in Britain. Now Miss Tidsall may have been a 
silly girl, but at least she was protesting 
against the basing of foreign weapons on our 
soil, a viewpoint with which many Britons 
will agree. But the relatively junior and 


inexperienced Miss Tisdall gets a six-month 


sentence, while the high-ranking Ponting gets 
off scot-free; yet whose crime was the greater? 

However, what must have been a very 
interesting aspect of Mr. Ponting’s trial for 
many observers, especially Nationalists, was 


the frequent use of such terms as “interests 


of the State’’ and “national interests” which 
were bandied about by the judge, the prose- 
cution and defence lawyers, numerous poli- 
ticians who wanted to get in on the act, the 
media and, of course, Mr. Ponting himself. 
The trial showed that these terms can have 


vastly different meanings, depending upon 
one’s viewpoint. 


WHOSE ‘NATIONAL INTEREST’? 


Few Nationalists will agree with the 
prosecution’s claim that the words “State” 
and “Nation” are synonymous with “Govern- 
ment” for the very good reason that for 
many years the policies adopted by successive 
British governments have manifestly not 
been in the “national interest’? — that is, 
they have not coincided with, but have been 
diametrically opposed to, the true interests 
of the indigenous inhabitants of these Islands. 
Nor will they agree with the suggestion made 
by one commentator who said that the word 
“State” can be defined as “the Crown in 
Parliament.” Apart from the abstract nature 
of this definition, it is quite obvious to any 
thinking person that neither the Crown nor 
Parliament any longer. wields real power in 
this land; both have long since surrendered it 
to the internationalist cabals and financial 
caucuses which have usurped our birthright 
and plundered our national heritage. The . 
Crown and Parliament have therefore 
become meaningless irrelevancies so far as 
the governance of our country is concerned. 

-= In conclusion, it must be said that in an 
article of this length it has not been possible — 
to touch more than briefly on just a few of 
the issues arising out of the Ponting affair. It 
must further be said that although Mr. 
Ponting’s trial and subsequent acquittal was 
yet another shameful episode in our more 
recent history,it may not have been altogether 
without some benefit to us. If the publicity 
given by the media to the sordid saga of an 
uncivil servant like Clive Ponting has suc- 
ceeded in drawing the attention of our more 
enlightened compatriots to the malaise that 
is currently afflicting our country, then the 
farcical proceedings recently enacted at the 
Old Bailey will not have been entirely 
wasted. In the final analysis Ponting may 
have done us rather more good than harm. 
Let us hope so. 
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A study by ADRIAN LAWRENCE 


ONE LABEL that we find particularly 
irksome when we are not seasoned in the 
nationalist struggle is that of ‘anti-semitism’. 
“How shocking,” some would reply, “we're 
not anti-semitic; we have nothing against 
Jews as such; some of my best friends are 
Jews but . . .” There’s always that word 
‘but’, isn’t there? Nevertheless we some- 
times feel that we should deny the claim for 
the sake of the media. 

| believe this is crass defeatism in the 
face of the enemy. We should always stand 
up for what we believe, especially since we 
know that whether we accept or deny the 
claim of anti-semitism it makes not one iota 
of difference to the attitude of the enemy. 

The question of anti-semitism, and the 
thought that to bother to deny the charge 
was utterly futile, was brought to my mind 
by acringeing article by former Liberal leader 
Jo Grimond (Daily Telegraph, January 23rd). 

It is the current ‘left’ that Jo Grimond 
accuses most strongly of anti-semitism, but 
that is by the way. The important point ‘is 
that certain words are like a red rag to a bull 
to our opponents. Anti-semitism is one such 
word. | ; 7 

Jo Grimond’s aim is not of course to 
refute any of the ‘traditional’ claims that 
-have been made by ‘anti-semites’ against the 
Jews. Discussion of those claims is, after all, 
not a thing that is allowed within the para- 
meters of establishment thought. In his 
article, he exploits the term of ‘anti-semitism’ 
firstly to discredit his opponents on the left 
of British politics and secondly to reassure 
everyone who reads the Daily Telegraph that 
the Jews are the least blameworthy and most 
courageous people who ever set foot on this 
planet. 

He says: “There is nothing surprising in 
socialists being anti-semitic. Marx was, and 
the rulers of Russia are.” Here he makes the 
traditional liberal mistake. He confuses one 
thing with another. The facts that in the past 
some of the founders of Marxism made anti- 
semitic remarks and that in the present day 
some of what he naively calls “the rulers of 
Russia” follow suit are completely irrelevant 
when placed in their broader context. 


A JEWISH CREATION 


Marxism was largely a creation of Jews. 


or of people who were heavily influenced 
and surrounded by them. This applies both 
to the founders of Marxist theory (Marx, 
Engels) and to those who-were practising 
Marxist politicians (Lenin, Trotsky). The 
fact that Jews like Marx and Trotsky refuted 
the Jewish religion and became atheists is of 
no importance whatsoever. Neither Marx nor 
Trotsky was made any less of a Jew simply 
by renouncing his religion. You cannot 


renounce your race. Readers might remember: 


the mass ‘conversions’ of Jews in mediaeval 
Spain; they nevertheless remained Jews in a 
racial sense. 
modern Soviet Union (the Jewish predomin- 
ance among its founders being well-known), 
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immigrants, 


And when we consider the 


can anyone believe that the real rulers of 
Russia are a few geriatric party hacks sitting 
in the Kremlin? Can anyone believe that 
because these old gentlemen are some of 
them ‘not too keen on the Jews’ (perhaps 
with good reason) the Soviet Union is some 
resurrection of Nazi Germany? No, because 
the real rulers of Russia are not those who 
constitute its government (any more than 
our rulers actually have any power of their 
own) but those mighty powers whose inter- 
national financial clout can make or break 
whosoever they wish to make or break. 
When he looks at Britain, Jo Grimond 
also goes just by externals. Because we now 
have so many Asians and other coloured 
he believes that they have 


replaced the Jews as the ‘ranking minority’. 


` 


Marx (above) and Trotsky (below); they- 
abandoned their religion but they still 
thought as Jews 


“Look at all the wealthy Arabs and Asians,” 
he says. “They have out-stripped the Jews.” 

Well, it’s true that there are many 
wealthy immigrants here (not of course that : 
Jo sees anything wrong in that at all — like a 
Conservative, he admires all capitalists per se). 
But do the Patels and all the rest sit en- 
sconced in the House of Commons? Do’ 
Asians sit in the ‘British’ Cabinet? Is it Asians 
who control the media and publishing? Is it 
the Asians who are immune from all criticism 
in the media? Perhaps they too are becoming. 
immune, but never in the same way as the 
Jews. 


NO ORDINARY MINORITY 


Grimond has made the same mistake 
that all liberals, not only in Britain but 
throughout the Western world, make in 
believing that the Jews are simply another 
minority like the Asians or the West Indians 
or the Huguenots. No man or woman who 
looks into his or her heart can really believe 
such nonsense. I’m sure Jo Grimond is more 
aware of the fact than most people, but 
because he has sold his soul to the powers 
that make and break, he dare not say so. If 
he did, he would never be allowed to publish 
it in the mass media. He would find himself 
relegated with us to the samiszdat press! 

Jo Grimond implicitly recognises the 
Jewish involvement in British politics towards 
the end of his article, but again in a very 
topsy-turvy way. According to him “British 
Jews (do not) exercise the political pull of | 
their compatriots in America.” This is an 
extremely naive statement, obviously 
prompted by a very superficial examination 
of things. Jewish power in Britain is probably 
equal to that in the United States; it is 
merely less ostentatiously displayed. 

Another mistake is Jo’s very revealing 
use of the word ‘compatriots’. If a Jew is 
‘British’ (as Jo seems to think) how can he 
be a ‘compatriot’ of someone whom the 
American liberal would call an ‘American’? 
Some mystery! 

“British Jewry . .. has now represen- 
tatives in all parties,” says Grimond, “and — 
more important — it has established that 
they are not in politics as Jews.” Again, this 
is a very naive attitude. If a Jew can be a 
‘compatriot’ with someone who lives on the 
other side of the Atlantic, will not his ties to 
his ‘opponents’ in different political parties 
of the same country be even stronger and 
more consanguinal? Are the Jews not 
primarily Jews? Do they not stand above all 
parties and all political creeds? They stand 
above such things precisely because they 
recognise the same fact as we do — that real 
political power is exercised in a way that is 
quite removed from the pathetic shadow- 
boxing of party politics. | l 

| think that the foregoing reflections on 
the long-standing problem of ‘anti-semitism’ 
demonstate that the validity of the claim 
falls down flat when confronted by robust 
nationalism. We cannot defeat our enemies 
by arguing with them on their own grounds. 
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JO GRIMOND AND ‘ANTI-SEMITISM’ 


THEY CALL IT ‘DEMOCRACY’; 


WE CALL IT A RACKET 


JOHN. TYNDALL analyses the holiest word in the political dictionary 


I HAVE BEEN ACCUSED byanti-Nationalists 
and fellow Nationalists alike of being a non- 
democrat. It is a label that causes me no loss 
. of sleep; I have always regarded ‘democracy’ 
as one of the most over-used and unscrupu- 
lously exploited words in politics. If Dr. 
Johnson once said that ‘patriotism’ is the 
last refuge of a scoundrel, meaning not that 
patriotism is wrong in itself but only that 
every imaginable rascally act has been 
sanctified by the claim of patriotic motives, 
the very same can certainly be said for the 
term ‘democracy’; it is the stock-in-trade and 
-halo of every shyster in public life, and my 
experience is that those who shout the 
loudest in its praise and lay the highest 
claims to be its champions are the ones who, 
when convenient to themselves, would most 
readily violate its most hallowed principles. 

' Because my contempt for those who 
cloak themselves with this word has at times 
been very thinly veiled, it has given rise to 
the question that has very often been levelled 
at me: do I approve of ‘democracy’ or not? 
Running parallel with this question is 
another: do I favour “dictatorship”? 

Let me straightaway reply that in dealing 
with such questions it is best, I think, to 
throw those two words right out of the 
window and onto the garbage heap of 
emotive catch-phrases where they belong, 
and to talk about this subject in terms that 
have some true meaning. 


MEANING OF ‘DICTATE’ 


_ What, to begin with, is supposed to be 
the meaning of the word ‘dictate’? I always 
thought it meant compelling people to do 
something against their will. By that 
definition, it is inevitable that in every 
society, under whatever name, there are 
going to be people who will have to be 
‘dictated’ to — criminals, for a start, for their 
will is to break the law whereas it is the will 
of the state to defend and uphold the law. 
No, when we talk: of ‘dictatorship’ in these 
terms we are talking about government -that 
operates against the will of the majority, and 
conversely ‘democracy’ is generally under- 
‘stood to mean government which operates 
according to the will of the majority. 


‘But what is the answer of those who 


condemn ‘dictators’ on these principles 
when evidence is produced of men who have 
been thus described but. whose actions can 
be proven to have had overwhelming popular 
consent? This was exactly the case with 
Hitler and-Mussolini until, possibly, the very 
last stages of their careers, when military 
defeat soured the memory of their earlier 
achievements, and it was the case with 
Franco probably right until his death. | 

I can anticipate the ‘democrat’s’ answer 
already. These rulers, he will claim, were 
able to obtain popular consent because they 
took over and controlled for their own 
purposes all the mass media of the time and 


TYNDALL 
Against catch- phrases 


no 


used those media to indoctrinate the popu- 
lace into supporting their policies. To this I 
would reply: perhaps indeed they did, but 
was their practice in this respect really any 
different to that of our true rulers today 
who exercise a similarly total media control 
and who, with the aid of that control, lay 
down the perimeters within which we are 
allowed to argue, criticise and debate? True, 
under ‘democracy’ a man may take a 
wooden box to a street corner, stand on it 
and condemn the government of the day to 
whatever passers-by take the time to stop 
and listen, whereas in the Fascist and Nazi 
states he most probably would be arrested 
by a policeman for performing the same act, 
but what does this prove in terms of people’s 
right to free expression? Only that the rulers 
of ‘democracy’ are a little more subtle in 
their methods of popular control. they know 
very well that the ‘free expression’ allowed 
to the man on the wooden box is utterly 
meaningless as long as his audience is 
restricted to a few pedestrians in the vicinity 
and he lacks the facilities to communicate 
his views to millions at a national level. 

This reality is. not contradicted by 
pointing to politicians who are allowed time 
on TV to condemn the existing government, 
and those who imagine that such a facility is 
indicative of a state of ‘freedom’ simply 
reveal how little they know of the true facts 


of political life. That facility is in fact given 


to a very few and they are in all cases 
‘selected’ on the basis of the knowledge that 
they are reliable servants, if not of the 
government of the moment, at least of the 
broader ‘liberal’ establishment of which it is 
a part, and that their criticisms of those 


currently in office will be strictly circum- 


scribed and limited to issues which have 
been defined by the media controllers as 
being ‘safe’ for public discussion. 

No, certainly the media can be used for 
the purposes of indoctrination and generally 
are, whether those in control are professed 
‘democrats’ or otherwise. There is, however, 
a limit to how far such propaganda can 
convince the people of the benevolence of 
their rulers. No amount of telling the people 
that they are well off will work so long as it is 
manifestly clear to them that they are badly 
off. In the three so-called ‘dictatorships’ of 
which I have spoken, the people were able to 
see, year to, year, a steady improvement in 
their living standards, so that the state 
propaganda to which they were subjected on 
that score only confirmed what they already 
knew by their own experience. And it was 
that experience that provided the basis for 
the overwhelming popular consent which 
they gave to their rulers. 


THE ELECTORAL FRAUD 


This of course will not satisfy the 
partisan of ‘democracy’, whose mind is so 
constituted that he will insist that popular 
consent be registered in some institutionalised 
form through such a procedure as regular 
elections and will deny, the legitimacy of a 
ruler who does not submit himself to this 
process. But just how valid is the process in 
ascertaining the nature of the popular will? 

The people are presented with the 
choice of two or more contending parties. 
Theoretically, any group of politically con- 
cerned citizens may combine together to 
form a party and present themselves, under 
the banner of their party, as candidates for 
parliament. In practice, however, only those 
parties that are considered ‘within the pale’ 
of establishmentarian thinking and policy 
are given a reasonable hearing by the mass 
media on which, in all except the very tiniest 
of societies, the populace relies for its know- 
ledge of what the parties are saying and 
standing for. Elections therefore become, in 
effect, a choice between political factions 
that have all first been approved by those 
who wield the real power ın the state. 
Additionally vital for obtaining a hearing is 
that the candidate or party have the backing 
of big. money whereby they may purchase 
the means of self-advertisement. In practice 
such big money only comes from powerful 
moneyed institutions, whether they be those 
of trade unions or big business. There are no 
moneyed institutions that represent the 
ordinary man in the street or give a fig about 
what he feels; moneyed institutions only 
represent organised vested interests, i.e. élites. 

The result of this system in Britain is 
that elections, as a means of registering what 
is the popular will and putting into power a 
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THEY CALL IT ‘DEMOCRACY’; 


WE CALL IT A RACKET 
(Cont’d. from prev. page) 


government that will carry that will out, are 


nothing more than a fraud and a racket. And’ 


it is not basically different in the United 
States or any other of the larger societies of 


-the West that we are accustomed to desig- 


nating as ‘democracies’. If proof is needed of 
the inefficacy of ‘democracy’ in Britain as 


an instrument of the popular will, we only 


have to ask: where are the political leaders in 


parliament who have obeyed majority wishes 


on such issues as Immigration, Capital 
Punishment, Abortion, Homosexuality, VAT 
and much more? Legislation has been passed 
on these questions which in no way reflects 
the mandate of popular consent, which is 


supposed to be the bedrock on which 


‘democracy’ rests. It has been passed by self- 
appointed élites, who believe they know 
better than the people what is good for the 
people — supposedly a hallmark of ‘dictators’! 

Is the practice of such élites in putting 
themselves above public opinion then 
wrong? Not necessarily so, though I believe 
they happen to have been wrong in Britain 
in the fields that I have mentioned. The 
proposition that the majority always knows 
best in the complex matters of state; which 
call for experts trained and knowledgeable 
in affairs, is a ridiculous proposition that will 
not stand up to two minutes of serious 
examination. It is as ridiculous as if I, when 
my motor car is failing to function in some 
way, called together a group of laymen on 
the subject of motor engineering and took a 
vote on what should be done to get the 
vehicle back on the road. As one almost 
wholly ignorant of the workings of the 
internal combustion engine, I would not wish 
to be consulted on such a matter, let alone 
allowed to vote; at all such times I seek an 
expert who knows about such things and 
who knows what to do. So it is with doctors 
in matters of sickness, lawyers in matters of 
law, generals in matters of warfare, plumbers 
in matters of plumbing, and so on. In every 
facet of our daily lives we put ourselves 
under the direction of specialists, who are 


supposed to know their trade. This is not to 
say that the specialists are always right; they 


can sometimes be disastrously wrong. It is 
only to say that modern civilisation has not 


devised, and cannot devise, any better 


procedure for dealing with our problems. 


OPEN DOOR TO THE IGNORAMUS 


Yet it is in the most important sphere of 
all, that of politics, that we adopt, under 
‘democracy’? awholly different procedure and 
a wholly different system: we do not require 
that people are specialists in the art of 
government, that they have first acquired 
extensive education and training in that art, in 
order that they may govern us. Any ignoramus 
can get elected onto town councils and to 
parliament, provided that he belongs to one 
of the ‘approved’ parties and pays lip service 
to their beliefs, and from those positions can 
play havoc with our lives and’misgovern our 


affairs with resulting chaos in the manner of 
the sorcerer’s apprentice, who runs riot by 
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the application of an untrained mind to 
matters that need men of sound training. 

`- And yet we accord to the non-specialists 
who run our political affairs the authority 
and the power that in other fields we only 


grant to specialists: their authority and power 


is derived, not from their proven competence 
in their field, but from the fact that, under a 
system wholly fraudulent and wholly 
dependent on the art of the confidence- 


trickster, they have obtained the majority of 


our votes! | 

. Some men in the 20th Century, recog- 
nising these manifest contradictions, weak- 
nesses and absurdities in the ‘democratic’ 
system, have opted for an alternative system 
for the governing of states to which we have 
assigned the term ‘dictatorship’, a word 
equally devoid of serious meaning, as I have 
pointed out before. The essence of their idea 
is that it is necessary, to deal with the 
complex affairs of. developed .modern 
societies, to have specialists at the helm — a 


necessity so obvious that it scarcely needs . 


the emphasis I have given to it. Their theory 
is that there are better ways to bring such 
specialists to the fore and grant them the 
power to get done the jobs that have to be 


done than the charade of ‘elections’ as. 
carried out by ‘democratic’ rules. Normally 
‘the method chosen is one of appointment 


from above rather than election from below, 
and the specialist is sought, not from the 
comparatively narrow field of politics, but 
from the wider field of the whole nation’s 
life: from the careers and professions and 
businesses, where the men of the greatest 


. competence can be found and chosen entirely 


on the basis of merit and achievement. They 
may include men who have been active poli- 
tically but this is not a necessary criterion. 


THE LEGITIMACY ARGUMENT 


In what then lies the legitimacy of the 
power of such men? They have not been 
elected, so,.how do we know that they carry 
the people’s mandate? The simple answer is 
of course that we do not know — by any 
process acceptable within the ‘democratic’ 
rulebook. The argument that will be advanced 
in favour of such an alternative system is not 
that it wears the mantle of ‘legitimacy’ by 
reference to that rulebook but that no such 
criterion of ‘legitimacy’ is ever really 
possible. The whole concept of legitimacy 
by such a process is called into question, and 
on the grounds that it can never be estab- 
lished by methods which, when examined 
honestly, can be seen as false and fraudulent. 

The nearest that man may ever get to 
truly democratic government in the real 
world is in the limited sphere of societies 
and clubs, where those called together are of 
broadly homogeneous disposition in respect 
of the objects for which they have joined 
such bodies and where they have the facility, 
every individual amongst them, to have their 
say and on matters of which we may 
reasonably expect them to have some interest 
and comprehension. The same might be true 
in very small societies at a primitive level of 
existence, where matters to be debated and 
voted upon are so basic that every man and 
woman of adult age can understand them 
and where the number involved is sufficiently 


minute to enable every member to com-, 


- neighbourhood or 


municate with every other member. Again, a 
measure of ‘democracy’ might be achieved in 
the conduct of the affairs of a country 
village, where it is possible to assemble 
everyone in the local village hall and allow 
them to discuss and vote on such questions 
as the cutting down of an old and historic 
tree, the building of a new road through the 
the erection of a 
prominent statue overlooking the village 
green. Here once more there is reason to 
expect that everyone, the village idiot ex- 
cepted, will have an opinion worth hearing 
and that every opinion gets a hearing. At | 
these levels of human existence theré is some 
possibility that the principles of democracy, 
whatever their merits or demerits, have 
reasonable chance of being put into practice. 

At the level of the national affairs of a 
state of population of 50 million or upwards 
there is no such possibility of any true, fair 
and democratic consensus, for even if every 
major question is put to people’s referendum 
— as happens to some extent in Switzerland 
(a country whose people are less in number 
than those of Greater London) — the fact 
still remains that such a referendum will rely 
for its outcome largely on the power of 
propaganda over which certain influentially 
placed people will have a disproportionate, 
if not total, control. This was seen in the 
referendum in Britain on the Common 
Market in 1975, in which the pro-Market 
lobby was able to spend literally hundreds of 
times more money on promoting its side of 
the question than the anti-Market lobby, 
which was doomed to campaign on the 
proverbial shoestring. | 

When all these facts are considered in 
the sober light of day, we may appreciate 
that true democracy, except in the small’ 
societies that have -been mentioned, is a total 
mirage, and that it provides no basis what- 
ever for determining the legitimacy of 
government; there has to be some alternative 
criterion of that legitimacy, and ultimately 
the only such criterion is the admittedly very 
unsatisfactory one of the law of possession; 
in other words, he who has the power has 


the right! 


BASIS OF ‘RIGHT’ 


It is vitally important at this juncture to 
clarify what is meant by ‘right’ in this 
context: it does not mean moral right; it 
does not mean superiority of principle; it 
does not mean justification of every act, 
good or evil, carried out by those who have 
power in their hands, merely because they 


` have power in their hands; it merely means 


the right established by nature in accordance 
with the reality that no other right, however 
noble in conception, can be effectively 
asserted and that no other method for deter-. 
mining right has ever been devised. 

This is the principle understood by 
those who have led the modern revolutions 
during our century against the old institutions 
of parliamentary democracy. Their legiti- 
macy, from the moral point of view, is 
derived not from the process by which they 
have won and retained power, but from the 
benefits or otherwise that their leadership 
has brought to their people when in power. 
These of course are a matter for considerable 


Contd. on next page 


PARLIAMENT 
Who believes any longer that it is representative of the people’s will? 


debate, but it is a debate that lies outside the 
“scope of this article. l 

Again, sweeping away the familiar 
verbage about ‘democracies’ and ‘dictator- 
ships, we may confidently state the fact 
that it is a commonsense interest and wish of 
all rulers of nations to be popular, and that 
their use of power is tempered by such a 
wish at all stages of the process. Of course 
that wish is tempered in turn by a realisation 


of the need to make prudent provision for . 


the requirements of the future by far-sighted 
works, the dividends of which may not be 
realised immediately — investment in long- 
term development projects, acts of foreign 
policy essential to national security but 
costly in their execution at the time, large 
defence budgets conceived in the same 
purpose. This balance between the prompt- 
ings of popularity and prudence has to be 
struck by all rulers and all leaders in human 
affairs, regardless of the nature of the insti- 
tutions in which they work — ‘democratic’ 
or ‘non-democratic’. Such leaders therefore 
‘may be seen to be working under basically 
the same conditions: they are unwise to go 
too far in one direction or in the other. 


‘INSTANT POPULARITY’ 


Party democracy, however, has one 
important weakness in these regards: it 
breeds, inevitably, a preoccupation on the 
part of rulers with what we might term 
‘instant popularity’. The people have to be 
pleased all of the time — or, if not that, at 
least at such times as some vital test of 
popular consent is marked down in the 
calendar. General elections, by-elections, 
local government elections: the frequency 
with which these events are taking place 
requires that government policy is constantly 
tailored to allow for them. If nasty measures 
are required which the people may not like, 
the best time to carry them out is just when 
a general election has been won and another 
is not in prospect for several years, then, as 


the latter draws near, the time for all the 


sweeteners and ‘goodies’ comes around. It is 
really a cheap game of bribery and extortion, 
depending not on sober considerations of 
national need but on the scheduling of the 
next mass popularity contest. It ts not a way 
to get good government. 

There is another congauration: Assuming 
for a moment that we accept the ‘democratic’ 
principle that government is there to serve 
the people, what is vital is that government 
be equipped with the necessary powers of 


action to perform that service effectively. 
This it will not have if it is submitted to the 


stifling procedure of parliamentary life in 
Britain as we now know it. The whole process 
is one which atrophies all virile impulses to 
action to get done the things we have to get 
done if the people’s will, let alone the 
people’s interest, is to be pursued. The 
modern revolution against the ‘democratic’ 
process has aimed very largely at stream- 
lining the process of government whereby 
decisions can be made quickly and in time to 
make action effective. As just one example 
of the ‘democratic’ farce, we have the 
seemingly endless debates in parliament 
accompanying the introduction of a new 
bill, and all in the service of the sacred 
principle that all legislation must have the 
consent of the people by reason of having 
been voted upon by the people’s represen- 
tatives. Yet this procedure has not prevented 
a mass of legislation getting through parlia- 
ment which by no stretch of imagination 
could be claimed as having popular support 


— legislation of which I have named a few: 


examples earlier in “this article. Did ‘the 
people’ 
Penalty or the legalisation of Abortion? 

Is it an unreasonable proposition that a 
vastly simplified and accelerated process of 
legislation which dispensed with some of the 
formalities of parliamentary consent might 
result in legislation not only much wiser but 
much more in conformity with popular 
wishes? As an example, would a small group 
of chosen men and women, each with a 
wealth of experience. in the field to be 


will the abolition of the Death 


legislated upon and with their ears to the 


ground of popular feeling, do any worse 
than hundreds of elected representatives, 
mostly professionally ignorant, and living in 
philosophical ivory towers? 


THE ‘FREEDOM’ FALLACY 


‘Freedom’, like ‘democracy’ and 
‘dictatorship’, is another of those words 
dangerous to use without exact application 
and highly popular with political scoundrels 
and racketeers. At the most preposterous 
level, we are asked to envisage millions of 
men marching to war with the thought that | 
they are fighting for this meaningless 
abstraction, instead of tangible things such 


as their country, their race, their homes, 


their wives or their children. At all other 
levels the word is nothing more than a slogan 
until we get down to defining what wé are 
advocating people should be free to do.. 

In the debate in which ‘democrats’ see 
themselves outscoring those whom they have 
designated ads enemies of ‘democracy’ the 
freedom of the individual is one of the 
constantly recurring themes — though what 


individual they have in mind they prefer not 


to be tied down to defining. 

The more adult among democrats will 
be mature enough to recognise that the 
defence of one man’s freedom necessitates 
the restriction of the freedom of another. 
What we are really then talking about is the 
freedom of the great majority of ordinary 
honest-working, law-abiding, decent citizens 
— for that is the only definition of ‘the 
people’ that makes sense within the terms of 
democracy. ; 

So what ‘freedom’ does this great mass 
of people want? 

I think I know something about that 
mass, because. I have spent many years 
discussing with its members their innermost 
personal aspirations. One of the first 
freedoms they want is the freedom to wall- | 
the streets and parks of their neighbourhood 
at any hour of the day or night without fear 
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THEY CALL IT ‘DEMOCRACY’: 
WE CALL IT A RACKET 
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of attack. Another is the freedom to work at 
a trade or profession of their choice with the 
prospect of a steady increase in pay and 
living standards and with some reasonable 
security of employment. They want to be 
free to spend their leisure time in pastimes 
of their own preference and desirably with 
the availability of cheaply bought facilities 
in their own locality whereby they may do so. 

They want the freedom that comes of 
owning the house they live in within reason- 


able time of their first setting out to obtain ` 


it. They want the freedom to send their 
children to schools of their own choice at 
which those children may achieve a goad 
education. They want the freedom that 
comes of enjoying good health. 

They want the freedom to choose with 
whom they will mix socially and, if they 
own their own businesses, the freedom to 
decide with whom they will trade and whom 
they will hire or fire. 

They want the freedom to look forward 
during most years to a pleasant holiday 
somewhere in this country or abroad without 
worrying and fretting about every penny 
they spend. ; 

They want the freedom to be able to 
keep in their own pockets every penny they 
have worked to earn, excepting that portion 
which is absolutely necessary to pay for 
essential public services. 

In both the public and the private con- 
text, they want freedom from financial debt. 


POLITICAL FREEDOM: 
HOW MANY WANT IT? 


It will be noticed that in listing these. . 


freedoms I have excluded any mention of 
political freedom — and very deliberately so 
because I am speaking, as indicated earlier, 
of the majority of honest-working, law- 
abiding, decent citizens, and my experience 
of knowing them is that political freedom is 
something to which hardly one in a hundred 
gives two seconds’ thought. 

This does not mean that political free- 
dom, i.e. the freedom to engage in political - 
activity on behalf of the cause of one’s 
choice, is necessarily, a thing to be dismissed 
as having no value; it is only to say that it is 
a freedom to be evaluated, as with all others, 
in the order of priorities in which people see 
them, and it is my observation that the 
freedoms that I have just mentioned occupy 
a higher priority with most than the freedom 
to take part in politics. 

And on the principle, repeated in slightly 
different form, that one freedom sometimes 
involves the curtailment of others, we have 
to consider to what extent these freedoms. 
desired by the vast majority may be advanced 
or retarded by the extension of political 
freedoms desired, at the very most, by a 
small minority. 

It needs little insight to realise that the 
personal freedoms desired by this majority 
stand the best chance of being achieved and 
safeguarded in a society where there is 
prosperity, cohesion, peace and order, where 
there is stable government and where 
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national affairs have a firm direction — a 
direction not changed every five minutes by 
changes of political leadership, where 
natiorral leaders collaborate together to a 
common purpose instead of constantly 


‘warring against each other in the process of. 


jockeying for power and position. 
From this we may see that there are 


many areas of potential conflict between the 


aim of freedom for the ordinary individual 
who just wants to go about his daily life in 
peace (the majority) and freedom for the 
political activist, the protester, the dissenter, 
the rebel (always the minority). A political 
system that goes all out to promote the one 
will find that the inevitable consequence is 
that there are some restrictions on the other. 

But when you probe the ‘liberal’ and 
‘democratic’ mind you will find always that 
the preoccupation is with the freedom of the 
minority, with that comparatively small 
section of the population who want to be 
involved in political affairs, aud much less 
with the freedom of the majority who just 
want to be left alone. 


STATE AND INDIVIDUAL 


Considered from this point of view, it is 
a dishonest distortion of the facts when the 
‘democrat’ prattles endlessly on, as he does, 
about the need to protect the individual 
against the impositions of the state. A strong 
state and a free individual are constantly 
presented as if they were two conflicting 
aims. But in fact it is possible to conceive of 
circumstances in which a strong state is 
necessary, not to encroach upon the freedom 
and rights of the individual, but to defend 
those very things against the power of other 
institutions which intervene between indi- 
vidual and state and can much more danger- 
ously threaten the individual than does the 
state itself. As one example, there is the 
trade union mafia which bullies and intimi- 
dates the worker who does not want to join 
a strike. At the. other end of the spectrum, 
there is the power of big banksterdom which 
holds the individual in thrall through usury 
and debt. There are the anarchic mobs with 
their minority axes to grind which interfere 
with ordinary people’s rights to enjoy 
cricket matches or athletic contests. There 
are local government institutions, such as 
certain London borough councils, which will 
grossly abuse their powers by, for instance, 


throwing council tenants out of their homes 


for the ‘crime’ of objecting to coloured 
neighbours being foisted upon them — petty 
tyrannies run by miniature tyrants who can 
make the individual’s life hell if that indi- 
vidual is not protected by a higher power 
that will keep the tyrants in check. In a 
score of ways a weak state, which does not 
have the will to keep these interest groups 
and pressure groups in order, exposes the 
ordinary individual to far more loss of 
freedom than a strong state which is resolved 
to rule and govern. © ? 

So we may see that there is not the 
simple conflict which the ‘democrat’ would 
have us believe there is between the needs of 
freedom and authority. These two needs can 
be made to harmonise in a higher synthesis 
in which freedom is lifted from the sphere of 
empty verbalising beloved of ‘liberals’ and 
defined in terms of its many meanings and 


applications. We recognise that not all free- 
doms can be given full flow and we decide. 
which are the most important. It is a strange 
paradox that those who are most often desig- 
nated the enemies of freedom may sometimes 
be the ones who bestow the greatest gifts of 
freedom on the greatest portion of the 
people, while those who shout ‘freedom’ the 
loudest in their political rhetoric are so often 
the ones who would subject the people to 
the lowest forms of tyranny. 


FREEDOM FOR THE MAJORITY 


So to return to the question which was 
raised early in this article: do I favour 
‘democracy’ or not? My answer is that I 
favour those freedoms which I have defined 
as being precious to the greatest number of 
people, while I recognise that for such free- 
doms to flourish some curbs on certain other 
freedoms are necessary. My dispute with 
self-styled ‘democrats’ is not over the 
desirability of freedom itself but over whose 
freedoms should take priority. 

Those who wish to bestow on this view 
the title ‘democratic’ are welcome to do so if 
it fits their conception of the meaning of 
that word. For myself, I prefer not to use 
the word because it is one that in my opinion 
has become debased to the level of mere 
jargon, of meaningless verbiage. Instead I say 
to people: if you ask me am I for this or. 
that, let me answer, not in mere words, but: 
in concrete ideas — ideas which mean what 
they are said to mean. | 

I would apply the same rule to the 
question: do I favour ‘dictatorship’? My 
answer is that there are hundreds of areas of 
affairs where ordinary people are today. 
being dictated to by petty tyrants and where 
I oppose that dictating. I have named a few 
of these.. Generally, it follows from what I 
have said about the freedoms that the 
ordinary man values that I would oppose 
violations of those freedoms, and so that 
largely answers the question. l 

At the same time I am not going to 
admit the word ‘dictatorship’ itself to my 
political vocabulary any more than I would 
admit the word ‘democracy’, and for the 
same reason. What is ‘dictatorship’ to one 
man may be nothing more than leadership 
to another. I am certainly not against a 
strong national leader who by his works 
bestows greater benefits on the majority of 
his people and in the making of his major 
decisions acts in accordance with his feeling 
of the pulse of his people, even if in the first 
place he is not chosen through the corrupt 
charade of an electoral system and if subse- 
quently he does not call a halt to the ship of 
state every little while in order for that 
charade to be re-enacted. If ‘dictating’ means 
acting against the people’s wishes and 
imposing upon them policies which- they 
have not approved, who is the greater 
dictator: Adolf Hitler or Ken Livingstone? 
Francisco Franco or Arthur Scargill? 
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THE REAL PURPOSE OF THE 
GENOCIDE CONVENTION | 


IVOR BENSON looks behind the facade 


Reproduced with pea rae SE to 
BEHIND: THE NEWS, ~PO-. Box : 1564, 
“Krugersdorp, 1740, South Africa. 


THE UNITED NATIONS Human Rights 
Commission, by a:32 to 1 vote, has adopted 
a resolution denouncing South - Africa’s 
apartheid policy as a form of “genocide”. 
Significantly, it was the United States which 


cast the one dissenting vote, with Austria, 


Australia, Finland, France, West Germany, 
Ireland, Japan, the Netherlands and erhan 
abstaining. . 

By .a strange chance the news ‘that 
apartheid had been categorised as an inter- 
national. “crime” coincided exactly in time 
with news from Cape Town that. ‘steps are 
being contemplated by the South African 
Government to cope with an alarming black 
population explosion in South Africa; the 
small white population is actually declining. 

The fact that the USA voted against the 
motion and that so many of the developed 
countries discreetly abstained, speaks 
volumes about the fraudulent character of 
the Genocide Convention. The dictionaries 
define ‘‘genocide’’ as meaning ‘‘deliberate 
extermination of a race, nation, religious or 
ethnic group” etc., but the Genocide Con- 
vention has achieved a reductio ad absurdum 
in which the word can mean almost anything, 
and can even mean — as we now see — the 


creation of conditions favouring a massive 


increase in numbers! : 

It is, therefore, reasonable to hope that 
efforts to secure US ratification of this 
treaty, which have continued.unabated since 
1949 when it was first submitted to the 
senate by President Truman, will encounter 


more resistance than ever before. 
The fraudulent purpose of a treaty 


ostensibly designed to protect — minority 
ethnical -and - other. groups was 
exposed in the first few sentences of evidence” 


religious, 


given by Senator Sam Irvine before a sub- 


committee of the Senate Foreign Relations | 


Committee under the chairmanship | of 


© Senator Frank Church in 1950: 


“During the 1940s activists- connected 
with the United Nations engaged in a 
strenuous effort to establish by treaties laws 
to supersede domestic laws 
throughout the earth. The Genocide Con- 
vention represents one of these efforts. It 
Originated in a resolution of the United 
Nations condemning genocide as a crime 
whether ‘committed on religious, racial, 
political or any grounds.’ When reduced to 
its final form it excluded genocide committed 
on ‘political’ grounds because some of the 
parties to it did not wish to surrender, even 
nominally, their right to exterminate political 
groups hostile to their rulers” 
Irvine; emphasis added). | 

There followed an annihilating snaljóie 


of the various clauses of the Genocide Con- - 
vention, which analysis was fully endorsed at 
about the same time by the American Bar 


Association. In-1954 the chairman of the 
American Bar Association, Frank E. Holman, 


in an address. to the. well known Afnericari | 
Daughters of the. 


patriotic organisation, 
Revolution, denounced. the- „treaty as 
“fraudulent” ,and Leander Perez of Louisiana, 
chairman of the States’ Rights Committee, 


described it as a “monstrous and dishonest’ 


subterfuge.” 
The weird unreality of the convention 
was never more clearly exhibited than by 


Frank Church 
- those sent by the State Department. Senator 


of nations 


(Senator Sam. 
-confess to the crime or is going to take any: 


those who set out to defend it before the 
sub-committee, especially 


Church asked at one stage: “Can any of you 


‘cite a single instance where any one-of the 
-70-odd countries that have in fact become 


members of this treaty have ` ‘proceeded 
against any citizen within their jurisdiction, 


charged. them with genocide, tried them and 
-convicted them? Has there been a single case - 
where this treaty has actually been invoked. . 

on the part of any of the 75 countries that 5y 


have ratified it?” 
Charles W. Yost, ‘then. ‘United ‘Stites 
ambassador to the United Nations, replying 


for the rest, conceded - that he was “not as 


aware” of any. such action either, but con- 
tinued to- insist that ratification by. the 
United States. was worthwhile. _ 

Senator Church was still baffled: “I. find 


it hard to conceive ‘that: any. government, - 


even though it might be a signatory to this 
convention, which actually engages in such 
Practice in the futuré, is- either going to 


action to punish itself. That exceeds the 
bounds of realism. Moreover, it is difficult.to 


believe that any government, so inclined, 


would act against individual : citizens within 
its jurisdiction guilty of Toone: 


'MYSTE RY. OF INIQUITY” 


So, why | ratify? Aiaka. Yost 
remarked that by ratifying the United States 
would add to the “weight of public oppien” 
on the subject of genocide. 

Had TA happened since 1949 that 
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SELECTIVE GENOCIDE 
The Jews are always quick to howl against ‘genocide’ —as long as it is committed by others and not themselves. These corey are victims 


of Israeli massacres in Lebanon. 
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could be classified as genocide? How about 
the Biafra-Nigeria imbroglio, the Indian 
massacre of 200,000 so-called “communists”, 
or the mutual killings in India and Pakistan? 
The only explanation Ambassador Yost 
could offer was that “serious arguments” 


challenging the description of any of these as 


genocide had stopped any further action at 
the United Nations. 

What Senator Church found in 1950 
remains true to this day. Boundless cruelties 
have been inflicted on dissenting minorities 
in most of the artificially created Third 
World countries, including: the recently 
created Zimbabwe (formerly Rhodesia), but 
there:has been no suggestion that any of the 
perpetrators should be charged with genocide. 

By the end of 1984 some 90 member 
nations of the UN had ratified the conven- 
tion, including Britain, France, West Germany, 
Norway, Sweden, Canada and Australia — 
but, not yet by the United States of America. 


So, what is the real meaning of the. 


Genocide Convention, and who is pressing it? 
James J. Martin in his book The Man 
Who Invented Genocide tells us what hap- 
pened when the treaty was first presented to 
the United States Senate for endorsement: 


"The signal for the really heavy political traffic 
on the Genocide Convention was the announce- 
ment in August 1949 that a sub-committee of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee would 
start hearings on the ratification question, 
chaired by Senator Brien McMahon (D-Conn) 
during the early weeks of the coming session of 
Congress. On August 23 a combined pressure 
move by 26 national organisations, all associated 
with the National Civil Liberties Clearing House, 
hailed this new development and began their 
squeeze on the Senate for agreement on Geno- 
cide Convention ratification. This band of 
groups included the American Veterans Com- 
mittee, the Americans for Democratic Action, 
B'nai Brith, the American Jewish Committee, 
Hadassah, the Amalgamated Clothing Workers 
and the Evangelical and Reformed Church.” 


“THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION’ 


The “band of groups” continued to 
expend rapidly and presently included, 
among scores of others: the American Jewish 
Congress, the Central Conference of American 
Rabbis, the Committee of Jewish Writers 
and Artists, the Consultative Council of 
Jewish Organisations, the Federation of 
Jewish Women’s Organisations, the Institute 
of Jewish Affairs, the Jewish Reform Congre- 
gations, the National Conference of Christians 
and Jews, the National Federation of Temple 
Sisterhoods, the Synagogue Council of 
America, the Union of Hebrew Congregations, 
and the Union of Orthodox Rabbis — to be 
joined in a “‘last minute flurry of heavy 
pressure group muscle” shortly before the 
McMahon report was due to be presented to 
the senate in 1950, by the National Com- 
munity Relations Advisory Council, the 
“policy formulating body” of six national 
Jewish organisations and 28 local community 
councils. 

The short answer to the question, then, 
is that the Genocide Convention has been a 
Jewish exercise from the moment of its 
inception in the mind of the man who 
invented the word “genocide’’, a Jewish 
lawyer from Poland, one Raphael Lemkin, 
and it has no other purpose whatever except 
that of promoting and protecting Jewish 
national interests. 

But why should the Jews attach impor- 


tance to so flimsy an instrument of inter- 


national law at a time when their own great 
power appears to be approaching its zenith 
and when, as a group, they appear to be less 
under threat than ever before in their long and 
troubled history? The short answer to that 
question is that in spite of their present great 
wealth and power, the Jews have a haunting 
fear that they are headed for trouble; tney 
know that they are exposing themselves in- 
creasingly as an identifiable group with 
separate interests, and they know that the 
policies they are now promoting, aimed at 


placing themselves in a final and unassailable 
position of power and safety at the apex of a 
planned new global dispensation,.are bound 
to give rise, sooner or later, to an escalation of 
alarm and antagonism among other peoples. 

It is understandable, therefore, that any 
genuine discussion of Jewish policy and 
tactics will be experienced by the Jews as a 
terrifying threat to their security and survival 
as a national group. It is significant that 
Lemkin himself lists ‘“de-nationalisation”’ as 
one of the many forms of “‘genocide’’; the 
dictionary’s “extermination” is thus replaced 
by “acceptance and assimilation” as one of 
the main “dangers” to be averted. 

Since. it is obviously no longer possible 
to advance any coherent and intelligible body 
of argument in favour of the Genocide Con- 
vention, those pressing for ratification in the 
United States are having to rely increasingly 
on the “argument” of pressure and intimi- 
dation; this was frankly and shamelessly 
admitted by one of the convention’s most 
ardent proponents, Senator William Prox- 
mire, in a statement to the media on Sep- — 
tember 5, 1984, a few days before the senate 
was expected to vote on the issue, when he 
declared gleefully: “No senator will dare to 
vote against it.” As it turned out, the senators 
were able to save themselves once again by 
contriving to vote only for another deferment. 

The possibility cannot be’ excluded, 
however, that those who already exercise 
enormous influence in American politics at 
all levels will succeed eventually in so packing 
the senate with their own nominees, and so 
intimidating. the rest, that the last great 
obstruction to ratification of the convention 
by a major power will have been removed. 

It is to be hoped’ that the glaring 
absurdity of a United Nations Human Rights 
Commission motion branding as “genocide” 
policies which have given South Africa the 
most prosperous and fastest-growing black 
population in Africa will turn out to be 
another nail in the coffin of the 20th 
century’s biggest and shabbiest and most 
impudent swindle. 


THE TYRANNY OF THE NATIONAL 


DEBT 


Why, asks JOHN PEACOCK, should the British people be in pawn 
to the money creators for all time? 


THERE ARE CONFLICTING ATTITUDES 


towards the importance of The National - 


Debt — the financial obligation of the State. 
Although economists tend not to agree on 
the disadvantages of a massive public debt, 
most do agree that such is the burden that it 
has a damaging effect upon the active and 
the enterprising. Most certainly, the Chan- 
cellor of the Exchequer take into account 
this debt when determining the Government's 
monetary policy and exchange rate policy. 
With a debt to the public of the mind- 
shattering sum of around £143,000 million, 
it seems appropriate to view with. great 
concern the consequence of this noose around: 
the necks of Britons past, present and future 


generations. So let us take a brief journey 
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into.the past to see how we arrive today 
with the colossal sum of £143,000 million. 
In 1693 a loan of £1 million was raised 
by Government to pay for the war with 
France. The loan was raised against the ability 
of Government to repay the loan plus the 
interest by the only means available to a 
Government — taxation of its subjects. In 
1694 the Bank of England was founded for 
the purpose of lending money to the Govern- 
ment. Although it became known as the 
Government’s Bank it was a private bank’ 
which enjoyed a monopoly of joint-stock 
banking. Thus, due to its close relationship 
with the Treasury, it wielded great influence 
over the financial policies of Government. 
It became standard practice to negotiate 


new interest-bearing loans in order to finance 
deficits during or immediately after a war. 
For example, Marlborough’s campaign cost 
about £38 million, and after the Napoleonic 
Wars the Public Debt stood at more than 
£800 million. By the end of the 19th Century, 
however, the Debt Had been reduced to 
£600 million. Then came the Great War after 
which it rocketed up to nearly £8,000 
million. The financial obligation of the State 
after the Second War was over £23,000 


‘million and ten years ago it stood at the 


colossal sum of £45,886 million. It took 282 


‘years of accumulated Government borrowing 


(against the issue of a variety of short-, 


medium- and long-term securities, Govern- 


Contd. on next page 


ment Stocks, Treasury Bills, National Savings 
Securities, Bank. Loans, etc.) to reach 
£45,886 million. In just ten years, the 
National Debt has more than trebled to 
around £143,000 million. 

In her lectures to the nation’s housewives 
on kitchen sink economics, the Prime 
Minister makes no mention at all that British 
industry is in the sorry mess it is in today 
because Government is subservient to the 
sectional interests which control finance. It 
is perhaps only to be expected that those 
who have it in their power to inflict a 
financial crisis upon the nation should argue 
in favour of their business thus: ‘‘Let the 
people and their Governments be careful to 
take no action and do nothing which might 
weaken the power and strength of the 
money business; for money rules the world. 
As long as we can keep the International 
Business of Banking and Finance intact and 
unaffected by troubles, all will come right in 
the end.” Economist Charles Schultze. is 
quoted as saying that the British Empire 
“didn’t go downhill by falling off a. cliff. 
They went slowly ; 
slow poison.’ 

Chancellors, past and present, have been 


most careful to take no action which might 


upset those who manage finance and money. 
In deviating displays of loyalty to “Bank of 
England principles of monetary science,” 
they have juggled budget figures with amazing 


dexterity but have done nothing to reduce 


deficit finance, which continues to add to 
the growing National Debt, the interest upon 
which taxation is estimated and which is a 


~ gigantic burden upon the whole nation. The 


1985 Budget will be nothing more than a 


oe juggling trick by Mr.. Lawson which will un- 


doubtedly leave the confused people 
wondering just what the. real cost, to them- 
selves and the nation as a whole, of the 
proposed. tax cuts will be. | 


PRISONER OF DEBT 


By taking our journey into the past we 
observe that Britain has been. a prisoner of 


the debt system for 292 years. In the 1920s ` B 


Sir Josiah Stamp (later Lord Stamp) said: 


“Banking was conceived in iniquity and born 


in sin’... . Bankers own the Earth. Take it 
away from them but leave them the power 
to create money, and, with a flick of the 


pen, they will create enough money to buy - 


~ it back again . ... Take this great power away 
from them and all the great fortunes like 


mine (as the second richest man in Great 


Britain, and President of the Bank of England 
he was certainly in a position to know) will 
disappear; and they ought to disappear, for 


.. The deficit is like a. 


political will. 


taxation, should go to the private sector of 
the “Money Market” for credit, for it is well 
known that they favour the principle of 
private enterprise! It may come as a surprise, 
especially to those taking an interest in this 
subject for the first time, that Labour have 
been far more willing to go cap in hand to 
the private sector for credit. So it would 
seem that the simple answer is that with a 
financial obligation of £143,000 million, the 
nation is so deeply enmeshed in a spiral of 
unpayable debt that Government is today 
amenable to those to whom the debt is 
owed. It isn’t that simple, and use of the 
axiom “He who pays the piper calls the tune” 
only presents. us with a glaring paradox. For 
it is not those who pay Government who 
influence Government: Fiscal Policy — 
taxation takes over forty per-cent of the 
National income. It is those who control the 
financial institutions who undoubtedly 
influence Government decisions. 


CONFIDENCE TRICK 

- Establishment politicians accept that 
money spent. by the Government, including 
that spent on 
Nation’s Debt, is obtained from taxation, 
borrowing from the public, and borrowing 
from the banks, and they are very careful to 
argue against any suggestion that Government 
should exercise its legal prerogative. The 
nation owns a Central Bank through which 
credit can be issued; all that is required is the 
approval of Parliament; what is lacking is the 
A fitting description for the 
British National Debt, which is the result of 
292 years. of accumulated borrowing with 
interest plus fresh borrowing with interest to 
repay the interest forever, is a gigantic 
confidence trick. There is a real answer to 
this very real problem but economists and 
parliamentarians alike either fail to realise 
the magnitude of the problem or they are 
willing agents to a gigantic rip-off. 

It is hoped that. this brief article. will 


interest repayable on the 


arouse interest in what is clearly a matter of 
importance. It is not intended to imply that 
there is one answer above all others that will 
solve our economic problems, for that would — 
be irresponsible. Indeed there is an inter- 
relationship between the financial, economic, 
social fields and the following conclusions 
should be seen in that context. 


THE FUTURE 


People who ask “How much are the cuts 
(in taxation) going to cost us?” are probably 
of that ‘school’ which thinks only of today. 
The question that Nationalists ask is: “What 
will be the cost, not to us now, but to our 
children and grandchildren, if we allow the 
bankers to tighten the noose?” 

That part of the Public Debt which is 
held externally is a drain on the nation’s 
money supply, affects the balance of pay- 
ments, and has an adverse effect upon the 
national economy. There can be no justifi- 
cation for external financial borrowing 
which exposes Britain to the decisions of 
foreign nations. | 

That part of the debt owed to the banks 
should be written off. There is nothing new 
about this, since the nations of the world 
have a long history of doing this very thing. 


It would be unjust and unfair to suggest that 


that part of the debt owed to ordinary 
private *ndividuals should be written off; this 


should be paid. 


A British Nationalist Government would 
do away with this gigantic burden of debt 
and would do what has long been within the 
power of Parliament to do but which Parlia-. 
ment has lacked the will to do. That is to 
exercise authority over the function of 
credit creation and the issue of new money. 
The practice of. state borrowing from the 
private banks must end. The noose around _ 
the necks of the British people must be. 
removed and they-.will then be free to build 
for the future with much more than just 
SEE, in their hearts. 
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continue to create money and control credit.” 
Due to growing concern that the State 
should exercise control over the issue of 
currency and credit through a central organis- 
ation, the Bank of England was eventually 
brought within the control of the Govern- 
ment by Act of Parliament in 1946. What we 
need to ask now is, why do Governments 
which have the facilities of a National Bank 
go rdnning to the private banks for credit? 

It should come as no surprise that Tory 
Governments, faced with a shortfall after 
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SIR: It strikes me as a little peculiar that 
while the government and other inierested 
bodies are sparing no efforts to discourage 
smoking on account of its danger to health, 
there is apparently no vigorous campaign 


afoot to discourage homosexuality on 
account of the very dangerous disease AIDS, 
which is transmitted by homosexual practice. 
R. D. MOLESWORTH 

Cheltenham, Glos. 


SIR: Congratulations on your powerful 
article on Spengler in March’s issue! Written 
with clarity and moderation, it was in no 
way tainted with the defeatist view that the 
decline of the West is an irreversible condition. 

Two of the areas where the odour of 
decadence is most evident are in education 
and the church. In the so;called national 
church, hardly a week passes without some 
instance of half-baked political utterance 
from one of the Anglican bishops and other 
evidence of verbal incontinence and degener- 
ation. 

One diocesan, a member of a well-known 
Hebrew family, shocked many Christians 
some years ago by inferring that Christ had 
homosexual tendencies. This year, he has 
been zealously urging the softening, or 
elimination, of references to Jewish respon- 
sibility for the Crucifixion. © 

It is no use MPs bleating on about our 
present-day episcopal “leaders”. Surely they 
should concentrate their attention upon the 
methods by which, and by whom, these 
people were selected in the first place. 


Perhaps the wider question of the infiltration 


of the church at all levels could then be 

tackled? “For if the trumpet give an uncertain 

sound, who shall prepare himself to the 
battle?” (I Corinthians 14:8.) 

JOHN LESTER 

Poole, Dorset 


SIR: I read a Sunday Telegraph magazine 
article about Mrs. Whitehouse, the courageous 
lady who had tried to reduce the moral 
corruption of the goggle-box, and it ended 
with her saying that “you can sit up many a 
night now . .. with nothing to take offence 
at.” Of course, the picture of this elderly 
bespectacled Christian ex-schoolmarm sitting 
up waiting to be offended, and urging censor- 
_ship for viewers has always been good for a 
laugh, but on balance she has tried to do a 
good and necessary job which sets an example 
for others, and we dread to think how sunk 
in Babylonian filth the media might be 
_ today without her VALA watchdog. 
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‘However, I do not myself think the moral 
subversion of TV has been much reduced. 
Sex and violence are so routine, they are as 


. “normal” as the car-chase in every imported 
‘rubbish-movie from the Jewnited States. We ' 


get used to it, but it has its effect on each 
new generation of young British children. 
Programmes like The Tube are particularly 
noxious, especially as the main interviewer 
was catapulted to public “fame” by her 
appearance in a porn magazine and half the 
people on the programme look like drug 


addicts, as well they might be. Particularly 


disgusting was the crude Raymond-Revuebar 
suggestiveness of the Christmastime holiday 
programme, featuring the polyethnic “stars”’ 
of the “musical” known laughingly as Fame, 
‘which featured the main black male lead in a 
disgracefully lewd example of sexual exhi- 
bitionism in front of very young white girls. 
The ultra-left political subversion that 
accompanies the moral poison is left largely 
unprotested by Mrs. Whitehouse, though 
privately she does not care for it. Your 
readers must have been incensed, as I was, 
by the final episode of the third-rate Lytton’s 
Diary in which a gang of thugs were presented 
as “The British Patriots’ Party”, their maga- 
zine was described as “filth” with that 
Bonham Carter-style quivering indignation 
we recall with some nostalgia from the pre- 
multicultural 1960s, and, worst but signi- 


ficant, the Union Jack and St. George’s Cross. 


were described by the “hero” as a “museum 
of madness.” 

With the addition of Channel Four, the 
television has-become so negrophile it is 
ridiculous. During the Californian Negro- 
lympics, sick of seeing yet another black 
athlete loping across the screen, I turned 
over to the other channels. One had black 
music — Invasion of the Bodypoppers, as | 
call this horror stuff — and another had a 
programme on white “racism” against the 
blacks, while the last one had some “crime 
movie” featuring a “black cop.” 

Couldn’t be a conspiracy, could there? 

When Australian telly features an Abo 
brain-surgeon, we'll know .. . but then it 
will be too late. 

H. RICHARDS 
Bridge, Cornwall 


SIR: I see the latest news is that British 
Rail..is seriously contemplating buying from 
the United States 1,500 new locomotives to 
replace its ageing stock. This would, accord. 
ing to Mr. George Curry, director of the 
Railway Industry Association, be catastrophic 
for employment in this country. 

The order for locos, if given to the 
Americans, would. come to about £1% 
‘billion, but that is only the start. Whoever 
won the order could look forward to much 
further business in the years ahead. 

Despite protests from Britain’s loco- 
motive manufacturers, British Rail is to be 
given a free hand by the Government to 
decide from where to buy. According to 
Robert Adley, a Tory MP and ‘rail expert’, 
“I am sure there will be no Government 
interference.” Speaking of BR Chairman 
Bob Reid, he said: “Bob Reid’s duty is to 


produce a healthy British Rail. There should: 


be no economic nationalism — no hint of 
featherbedding.” _ | 

The American locomotives are apparently 
favoured because they are claimed to require 


less maintenance and therefore save money. 


_ What question is not answered, however; is. 


how much public expense would be involved 
in paying unemployment benefit and social 
security to the huge numbers of British loco- 
motive building workers who would be put 
on the scrapheap by the decision to buy 
abroad. This would almost certainly be well 
in excess of any saving in the cost of main- 
taining the locos — quite apart from other 
losses beyond calculation in mere monetary 
terms: the further atrophy of Britain’s 
manufacturing strength, the probable 
departure of many redundant technicians 
overseas, the growing despair and demoralis- 
ation of our British workforce. 

Such is Tory. economic logic in the 


1980s. I think it is the economics of the 
madhouse. 
R. S. POTTS 
Northampton. 
SIR: With regard to the recent Lawson 


Budget, you have been right when you have 
said before in your columns that budgets 
under the present financial system are hardly 
worth serious comment. Budgets consist of 
the Chancellor’s ‘balancing’ of the national 
books after the nation’s huge burden of inte- 
rest to the bankers is honoured. The whole 
thing is a farce. No criticism of the budget 
has any relevance whatsoever without cond- 
emnation of this burden of interest, which is 
immoral and illegal, since the original money 
loaned had no basis of value whatsoever but 
was just created out of nothing. 


G. R. SMETHURST 
Reading, Berks 


SIR: In your excellent article Spengler 
Revisited last month you reasoned, quite 
correctly, that Spengler’s pessimism was 
largely the result of his having not seen, when 
Decline of the West was written, any signs of 
a force on the horizon which might resist 
those of Western decline. Of course, just such 


a force did later emerge in the form of 


National Socialism. This is not to say that 

the National Socialists did not make some . 

mistakes — one of them was to pick a quarrel 

with Spengler by the attempted suppression 
of his works. 

BARRY ELLIS 

Dundee 


SIR: With regard to the dispute in your 
correspondence columns concerning Oliver 
Cromwell, I would like to make this observ- 
ation. Cromwell was unsurpassed as a man of 
action but very much lacking as a serious 
thinker. He probably had little or no con- 
ception of the Jewish Question or of the mal- 
ignant rule’ of usury, otherwise he would 
never have allied himself with the Jewish 
bankers and allowed them to set up their 
system in England, as he did. In addition to 
this, as a religious fanatic he was scarcely 
likely to take a mature and balanced view 
of religious differences and their potentially 
destructive role. Had he done so, his policy 


_ in Ireland might have been very different. 


S. C. BOARD (Mrs.). 
London S.W.9 
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view of world events, he still provides a 
comprehensive exposure of the organis- 
ation and influence of the Bilderberg 


-Group and the Trilateral Commission. 


1980, 95pp. 


THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION 
(Douglas Reed) £9.00 (£1.33p). A best- 
seller in nationalist circles ever since its 
publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile 
relations since Biblical times, packed 
with little-known and long suppressed. 
facts. 1979, 580pp. 


THE SIX MILLION RECONSIDERED 
(W. Grimstad) £2.50 (66p). Examines 
not only the ‘Holocaust’ but other topics 
involved in the Jewish question including 
the exploitation of the ‘anti- Semite’ 
smear. 1977, 170pp. 


NUREMBERG AND OTHER WAR 
CRIMES TRIALS: A NEW LOOK: 
(Richard Harwood) 75p (34p). A 
scholarly exposure of this cynical 
travesty of justice. 1978, 68pp. 


RACIAL KINSHIP (H. B. Isherwood) 
30p (13p). Shows that a sense of racial 
identity is an essential element of nation- 


hood. 1974, 36pp. 7 
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Big publicity coup in 


THE BRITISH NATIONAL PARTY more than 
gained on the roundabouts anything it iost 
on the swings by the events in Liverpooi on 
March 16th (described elsewhere in this 
issue). Right from the first moment when 

made to announce a rally 


the decision was 


in the cicy it was recognised that local onp-. 
J å 


with official 
preyent that from ever. taking 
but that, in tuis event, -the party 
would reap a bonanza in publicity which 
would make the project well worthwhile. It 
was reasoned that this was preferable to a 
cosy meeting attended solely by party 
members, with no accompanying publicity 
and with speakers merely preaching to the 


converted. 


asition combined corruption 


may rally 
CA a 


place 


in the city. : y 


BNP Recordings 


RALLY?#82 

' Speeches from the BNP national rally in 
London on October 16th 1982, the theme 
of which was ‘Unite and fight for Britain’s 
future!” 
Side 1: Includés speech by Charles Parker; 
Side 2: Speech by John Tyndall. 


VOICES OF NATIONALISM 


Side 1: Recordings of speeches from the 
Nationalist Unity rally in London on 
September Sth 1981. Hear John Tyndall, - 
Kenneth McKilliam, Len Bearsford Walker: 
and others. Side 2: Talk by John Tyndall on 
‘The coming British Revolution’. 


TYNDALL SPEAKS | 


Side 1: Talk on ‘Our Anglo-Saxon heritage’ 
(about the world-wide: dispersal of the 
peoples of British stock); Side 2: Talk on 
‘Britain’s economic crisis’. 


TYNDALL SPEAKS II 


Side 1: Talk on ‘The case for Nationalism’ 

(the internationalist argument demolished); 
Side 2: Talk on ‘Tragedy of the 20th 
Century’ (analysis of the results of the. 
Second World War). ” 


These 4 sets of recordings are presented i in 
cassette form and are ayailable at £3.50 each 
(with; 18p. postage). from: BNP Recordings, 
Box 115, Hove, E: Sussex BN3 3SB. 
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This strate gy certainly paid eff. 
aii if it may be thus 

termed, won huge publicity over local 
radio throughout the Merseyside area 
for the duration of the weckend in 
question and creatéd a big wave of 
iocai interest in the party, with its 
opponents shown up in the role of hooligans 
and the party itself depicted as having been 
deprived of its lawful rights. Once again it 
was shown that it is the champions of mul- 
ti-racialism who are frightened of open dis- 
cussiou of the race issue in Britain. : 
No doubt it was intended that the police 


cast in 


The 


be 


fremm its eppenents, In the event the rev- 


erse was probably the case as, had tlie pol- 


the roie of protector: ef the BNP 


‘BLACKS THREATEN’: 


Liverpool 


ice not been present, 
have ented would have 
im a vic Story for the Nationalists ~ the 

froximate : Dudierical superiority of the 


Opposition being more than offset by the 


any battle that ink 
most e pe sd 
aisy 


2 if H 


- physical and fighting superiority of the BNP. 


In the few skirmishes that did occur the 
opposition yot décidédly ine worst of the 
exchanges, 


Ail in all, a very good day for ine BiP. 


FIGHT THE RIGHT! 
Blacks vow to disrupt 
city centre rally 
by nationalist party 
LIVERPOOL’S black community groups are pre- 
paring for a major confrontation this weekend with 


the extreime right-wing British National Party, 
which is planhi mgh to hold a “whites fight back” rally 


Telling Headline in LIVERPOOL EXPRESS: 


‘BLACK CAUCUS’ DEMONSTRATE IN LIVERPOOL AGAINST B.N.P. 


K Rational 
Review — 


-The Leugue Review, a pro-National Socialise political 
pce published in Grest Britain by the League of = 
eorge. 


£5 for 6 issues, British Isles and’ be 


overseas surface mail (US rah 
9/11 KENSINGTON HIGH ST.. 
LONDON. W8 SNP 


© YOUNG NATIONALIST 
' Read Young Nationalist, the paper: for 


Nationalist youth. Send 20p for -sample 
copy to: P.O. Box 446,.London SE23:2LS. | 


in racial. 

, differences, opposes race-hatred. All those who 
‘oppose multi-racialism should attack the -poli- -[- 
ticians who promote it, not the PReNgcents, 
who are merely its victims. ae 


Our magazine, though it believes 


of Leeds Branch of the British National 
Party, has been appointed as the party's 
Public Relations Officer, a new post which 
will include as a special function liaison 
with the mass media and the negotiating of 
opportunities for party spokesmen to obtain 
media interviews and appear on current 
affairs programmes. Mr. Clayton-Garnett 
has for some time already been performing 
this function in the Yorkshire Region and 
the decision has now been made to extend 
it onto a national basis. 

Mr. Clayton-Gamett 
adopted as the BNP candidate for Bradford 
District No. 6 in a by-election for the West 
Yorkshire Metropolitan County Council, to 
take place on April 18th. The party is 
making a special effort in this election and 
is asking for donations to help its campaign 
in the area. All monies should be sent to 
the West Yorkshire Regional Headquarters 
at PO Box BR10, Bramley, Leeds 13. 


x 


STANLEY CLAYTON-GARNETT 


T-SHIRTS 


B.N.P. T-shirts are now available from 
Glasgow Branch. The shirts are attrac- 
tively designed featuring a white man, 
woman and child and with a Union 
Jack flag in the background and the 
words “British National Party fights 
for race & nation against Communism.” 
The T-shirts cost £4 plus 29p postage 
and can be obtained from Glasgow 
BNP, PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL. 


THE THUNDERBOLT: A hard-hitting 
monthly paper for American and other 
white race patriots. Sample copy for 


90p from PO Box 1211, Marietta, Ga. 
30061, U.S.A. 


has also been 


Coming rallies 


SOUTH LONDON 


WELLING LIBRARY 
HIGH STREET 


WELLING, KENT 
Wed., April 10th — 8 p.m. 


Theme:- 


BRITAIN’S CRISIS AND OUR ANSWER 


Main Speaker:- 


JOHN TYNDALL i 
Organised by the British National Party 


BRADFORD 


ECCLESHILL, BRADFORD 
Saturday April 13th — 3 p.m. 


In support of Stanley Clayton- Garnett, 
BNP candidate in District 6, W.Yorks County 
Council election 


. Main Speakers:- ae 
STANLEY CLAYTON-GARNET 
JOHN TYNDALL 


Organised by the British National Party 


St. GEORGE'S DAY RALLY > 


LEICESTER 


VENUE TO BE ANNOUNCED 
Sat., April 27th — 3 p.m. 


Theme:- 


BRITAIN’S CRISIS AND OUR ANSWER 


Main Speaker:- 
JOHN TYNDALL 


All BNP members keep in touch with théir branches 
for details 


Organised by the British National Party 


OTHER BIG EVENTS IN 1985 


May 4th Rally Plymouth 
May Rally North London (date to be fixed) | 
June Ist 2 Rallies LEEDS & BRADFORD (Nat. activity) 
July Rally East London (date to be fixed) 
July 27th Rally Stoke-on-Trent 
August 4th Rally Tyneside 
August 31st Rally Bristol 
September 14th Rally Birmingham 
October 12th Rally CENTRAL LONDON (Nat. activity) 
November 10th Parade & Rally York (Remembrance Day) 
November 30th Rally Glasgow 
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THREE YEARS OLD THIS 
MONTH 
(Cont'd. from page 5) 


what is gòod for the party and not to 
contests for dominance between one 
committee faction and another. If and 
where opinion is split on an issue, it is 
purely in accordance with the respective 
viewpoints on that issue and not along 
the lines of factions in an intercecine war. 
And at the end of the day one individual 
is empowered to make the final decision, 
after which further argument is ruled out 
and everyone gets on with the job. 

At one brief point in the career of 
the party two people did attempt to 
stoke up internal strife on an issue that 


was entirely phoney and which masked | 


only their own personal instinct for dis- 
ruption. They were both very rapidly 
excommunicated from the party’s ranks 
and neither they nor their ilk have bee 
seen since. 


SOLID FOUNDATIONS 


Three years after its formation the 
British National Party cannot yet. claim 


‘to be large by comparison with the 


National Front of the 1970s. At the same 
time each year has seen a net increase in 
growth, while the party is being steadily 
built on solid foundations. Its Constitution 
guarantees, as far as any constitution can 
guarantee, internal stability and discipline. 
It has’ established a network of party 
officers comprising, in almost all cases, 
people of proven good character, ability 
and loyalty. Travelling around its branches, 
from Plymouth to Glasgow, one is struck 
by the high calibre of the members in 
attendance at meetings. The vast majority, 
in appearance and manner and in the 
seriousness of their political commitment, 
would do the party great credit, while 
none would do it discredit. 

As we now near the beginning of the 
peak period of activity for 1985, there are 
four vital objectives which the party must 
set itself to achieve during that period. 

One is greater national publicity. So far 
the BNP has had very limited success in 
this sphere. Here of course the fine balance 


must be struck between the stagnation of 
no publicity at all and the counter- 
productiveness of publicity obtained at 
the cost of looking ridiculous and freakish. 
We can be quite certain that the enemy 
media generally only wishes to give us 
publicity on the latter terms, and we 
somehow have to contrive to obtain it on 
our terms — not an easy task. 

Another important objective is a 
recognised and publicly known head- 
quarters premises and telephone, lack of 
which is now proving a serious handicap. 
A premises is in fact new in prospect 
where the party will have security of 
tenure and at a generous rent, and a fund 
has been started to cover this expense and 
that of a party worker to keep the 
premises open. 

So far the party’has not achieved the 
balance of the sexes in its membership 
that is the ideal. Always more men will 
be attracted to active politics.than women, 
particularly in our sector of politics 
where traditional attitudes towards 
women’s role are stronger than elsewhere 
and domestic duties are liable to command 
greater female priority. Nevertheless, we 
should have more women members and 
activists than we do, and every encourage- 
ment should be given to women to join 
and participate with their menfolk in 
branch work. We must never under- 
estimate the social pull of political activity, 
and too great an excess of one sex over 
another will always limit this pull. 


FASTER GROWTH THE AIM — 


Finally, while we welcome the fact 
that our party is expanding and not con- 
tracting, we must do everything possible 
to make it expand faster. We need to win 
many more new members in 1985, and 
this can only be accomplished by a greater 
output of.propaganda of all kinds and a 


more diligent approach to the task of: 


pursuing and recruiting every available 
interested person, so long as this is con- 
sistent with the party’s policy of retaining 
its membership standards. ; 

It will be noted that we have said 
nothing here about the development of 
the party’s ‘ideology’. This is deliberate. 
We do not subject ourselves to the 


Find out about the British National Party 


deception, engaged in by others, that 
development of ‘ideology’ (whatever that 
may mean) is an adequate cloak for the 
atrophy of political and organisational 
strength. Our party has an ideology that 
is quite adequate as it is and does not 
need further expansion of its substance. 
Of course we need to expand the means 
by which it is propagated to the public 
and in this process ensure that the public 
is made aware of the full policies we have 
to offer, but that is another thing entirely. 
What we must not do and will not do in 
the BNP is get swamped in a series of 
rigid commitments over every tiny and 
intricate detail of national affairs to the 
point at which we become a dogmatic 
and exclusive little sect, lacking in any 
broad appeal to the mass in Britain who 
seek a patriotic alternative to the politics 
of national and racial betrayal. Neither 
must we lose sight of the reality that the 
more deeply immersed a movement 
becomes in ideological nit-picking, argu- 
ment and controversy, feeling the need to 
discover the ‘absolutely right’ formula for 
every national problem, the more certain 
it is that everyone concerned will become 
split in a hundred different directions. 

One final aspect of party development 
needs mention, for it is important. In our 
expansion so far we have kept solvent 
financially. We are free of debt, and that 
is how we intend to remain. Our finances, 
never on a grand scale, have been pru- 
dently managed and we have avoided 
getting into dangerous waters of activity 
that could result in prosecutions, fines 
and high legal costs. We have not main- 
tained an inflated party establishment for 
which we are unable to pay and have 
always compensated for shortage of staff 
by extracting the greatest possible work- 
rate from the staff that we have. We can 
confidently appeal to our supporters for 
greater financial help and they can con- 
fidently give it knowing that every penny 
involved will be sensibly and construc- 
tively spent. | 

That is the state of the party as we 
enter our fourth year this month. It is a 
state giving cause for quiet satisfaction 
though never for complacency. We are 
yet a very short way long our chosen road 
but we have not yet taken any wrong 
turnings. 
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Send 20p for information pack. 
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